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INTRODUCTION 
The in t e rac t ion  between urban land use and t r anspor t a t ion  can be observed 
from many angles .  One of these ,  which dominated t r anspor t a t ion  planning 
during t h e  genesis  of long-range land use / t r anspor t a t ion  models, was t o  
subordinate  the  e x i s t i n g  and p o t e n t i a l  demand f o r  t r anspor t a t ion  from zone 
t o  zone t o  the  present  and fo recas t  land use pa t t e rns  i n  these  zones. One 
of t h e  problems with t h i s  approach i s  t h a t  it tends t o  ignore t h e  e f f e c t s  of 
a new i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  on land use and t r anspor t a t ion  demand. The 
predominance of t h i s  methodology enforced a form of t r anspor t a t ion  planning 
which was e s s e n t i a l l y  r eac t ive  t o  land use: t r anspor t a t ion  i n f r a s t r u c t u r e s  
themselves could not be considered as  t o o l s  f o r  shaping development i n  t h e  
framework of t h i s  methodology. 
Major s h i f t s  have occurred i n  the  planning process with regard t o  this 
i s sue ;  l i t t l e  by l i t t l e ,  as  t r anspor t a t ion  planning was increas ingly  l inked 
t o  i ssues  not t r a d i t i o n a l l y  considered as  re levant  t o  i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  
provis ion ,  t r anspor t a t ion  i n f r a s t r u c t u r e s  came t o  be seen as  t o o l s ,  i n  t h e  
hands of planners ,  f o r  inf luencing long-term t rends  i n  urban land use as  
wel l  as broad economic and s o c i a l  goa ls .  
The emergence of t h i s  a t t i t u d e  was p a r t i c u l a r l y  v i s i b l e  with respec t  t o  
r ap id  t r a n s i t  (RT) f a c i l i t i e s .  Indeed, they were considered t o  have an 
obvious impact on land use,  which could be e a s i l y  cont ro l led  i n  order  t o  
c r e a t e  pockets of high dens i ty  development wherever des i r ed .  Not only d id  
t h i s  emerging idea coincide with t h e  growing s i z e  of investments i n  RT i n  
North America, but it a l s o  served as  an argument f o r  RT as  a mode of 
t r anspor t a t ion ,  which i n  t u r n  may have helped generate  more investment i n  
RT. This f r u i t f u l  cooperation was t h e  r e s u l t  of a l i n e  of argument which 
proclaimed t h a t  t h e  land use impacts of RT i n f r a s t r u c t u r e s  were b e n e f i c i a l ,  
as opposed t o  o ther  modes of t r a n s p o r t a t i o n ' s ,  e spec ia l ly  urban expressways. 
This argument very quickly entered t h e  cont rovers ies  surrounding t h e  
j u s t i f i c a t i o n  of RT a s  a mode of t r anspor t a t ion  s u i t a b l e  f o r  l a rge  North 
American c i t i e s .  
The objec t  of t h i s  paper i s  not  t o  add t o  t h e  growing l i t e r a t u r e  
a t tempting t o  j u s t i f y  o r  argue aga ins t  RT through land use arguments. There 
a r e  many methodological problems involved with t h a t  type of s tudy.  One of 
them is  the  d i f f i c u l t y  of s epa ra t ing  t h e  cons t ruc t ion  of a new RT f a c i l i t y  
from other  phenomena a f f e c t i n g  an urban area  a t  l e a s t  a s  s t rong ly  during t h e  
same time, such as  o v e r a l l  reg iona l  economic t r ends .  Another i s  t h e  
imposs ib i l i t y  of p o s i t i v e l y  knowing what would have happened i f  RT had not  
been b u i l t .  
Rather than place myself on one o r  t h e  o the r  s i d e  of t h i s  type  of 
argument, I would confront t h e  ques t ion  i n  another manner, which i s  perhaps 
more pragmatic.  Assuming t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  c e r t a i n l y  bene f i t s  as wel l  as 
problems assoc ia ted  with land use i n  RT s t a t i o n  (RTS) a reas ,  how have 
policymakers proceeded t o  i d e n t i f y  them, and t h e  groups of populat ion they  
apply t o ?  How have they responded t o  t h e  necess i ty  of managing t h e  
d i s t r i b u t i o n  of t hese  e f f e c t s ?  How have t h e  p o l i c i e s  evolved as  t h e i r  
knowledge of pas t  cases  became more re f ined?  F i n a l l y ,  what i s  t h e  f u t u r e  of 
such p o l i c i e s  and what does t h i s  mean t o  t h e  f u t u r e  of t r anspor t a t ion  po l i cy  
i n  North American c i t i e s ?  
I n  order  t o  f u r t h e r  understand t h e  complexities of t h i s  t o p i c ,  f i v e  
c i t i e s  were chosen f o r  c lose r  examination. They were thought t o  h igh l igh t  
J 
the chronological evolution undergone as well as different general urban 
situations. These five cities are Toronto, San Francisco, Boston, 
Washington D.C., and Baltimore. Other important examples are also referred 
to in Chapter I, which sets up a general framework for the analysis of the 
case studies in Chapter 11. Chapter I11 will attempt to evaluate the 
changing place of the issue of land use in RTS areas in the planning 
process. 
CHAPTER I 
RAPID TRANSIT AND LAND-USE DECISIONMAKING : 
A GENERAL BACKGROUND 
This chapter i s  divided i n t o  two p a r t s .  F i r s t ,  w e  w i l l  focus on t h e  
quest ion of land values i n  rap id  t r a n s i t  s t a t i o n  (RTS) a reas .  Not only i s  
t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  on t h i s  sub jec t  abundant, but t h e  argument f o r  t h e  increased 
a t t e n t i o n  given by publ ic  agencies t o  these  a reas  o f t en  revolves around 
predic t ions  of increased land va lues .  After  having ascer ta ined  t h e  ex ten t  
t o  which new rapid t r a n s i t  (RT) i n f r a s t r u c t u r e s  can increase  t h e  value of 
land i n  s t a t i o n  a reas ,  we w i l l  go on t o  i d e n t i f y  t h e  ac to r s  responsible  f o r  
shaping land use dec is ions  i n  RTS a reas .  The ana lys i s  of t h e i r  ob jec t ives  
and respec t ive  pos i t i ons  w i l l  s e t  t h e  background f o r  a b e t t e r  understanding 
of t h e  case s tud ie s  i n  Chapter 11. 
I .  Land values in rapid transit station areas 
1. Theoretical arguments 
The purpose of t h i s  sho r t  overview i s  t o  underscore t h e  d i f f i c u l t y  of 
i s o l a t i n g  t h e  economic impact of rapid t r a n s i t  on land. However imperfect 
e x i s t i n g  models of t h e  in t e rac t ions  between loca t ion  and land use may be,  
they a r e  he lpfu l  i n  t h a t  they i d e n t i f y  some of t h e  bas i c  economic mechanisms 
i n  play and pinpoint  some of t h e  quest ions t o  be addressed. 
The general idea behind these  models is t o  consider a c c e s s i b i l i t y  a s  an 
important, i f  not t h e  s o l e ,  determinant of land value. The simplest  model 
developed by Alonso (1) concerns r e s i d e n t i a l  loca t ion ,  f o r  which 
a c c e s s i b i l i t y  is  taken t o  mean access t o  t h e  place of work. Alonso's 
assumptions f o r  t h i s  model include: 
- a CBD made up of one poin t  on a f ea tu re l e s s  t r anspor t a t ion  
sur face  ( i . e .  a l l  tran'sportatiod cos t s  a r e  only a function of t h e  
d is tance  between o r i g i n  and des t ina t ion ,  and q u a l i t y  of land is  
uniform) ; 
- uniform population (family s i z e ,  t a s t e ,  income, expenditure, 
hous ing) ; 
- uniform building and maintenance cos t s ;  
- assumptions related'  t o  pe r fec t  market conditions:  f r e e  
mobility, instantaneous equilibrium, pe r fec t  knowledge, . . .  
The a l loca t ion  of land is assumed t o  take  place i n  a pe r fec t  market: a pa rce l  of 
land goes t o  t h e  highest  bidder a t  t h a t  s i te .  Under these  assumptions t h e  s i t e  
r e n t  and t h e  t r anspor t a t ion  cost a t  any d i s t ance  from the  CBD a r e  determined: 
Figure 1: BID-RENT CURVE, RESIDENTIAL LOCATION, MONONUCLEAR 
, 
(1) Alonso, William Location and Land Use: Toward a General Theory of 
Land Rent , Harvard University Press, Cambridge, Mass., 1964 
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The transition from this simplistic model toward a more realistic model would 
require important modifications in the initial assumptions. Let us review the 
four directions in which changes would be necessary. 
a. Introduction of a structured and polycentric surface instead of a 
featureless, monocentric surface: this is essential for our purpose since it 
means the introduction of a,$ransportqtion network. 
11 b. accessibility to place of work" rather than 
"distance to CBD": this is a direct consequence of a., since the CBD can no 
Introduction of a concept of 
longer be isolated as the localized center of all activity. Employment will be 
distributed at different points along the network, which mandates the creation of 
an aggregate indicator of accessibility. For each center of employment, the 
simple model presented above remains valid in a limited area. The site rent at 
the center will be determined by the number of employmene opportunities. 
k / 
/ \  
/ \ 




Figure 2: BID-RENT CURVE, RESIDENTIAL, TWO CENTERS 
The superimposition of all the centers can only be visualized on a site-rent 
surface, with peaks at employment centers according to their relative importance. 
c.  Introduction of competing modes of transportation: this is complicated since 
different modes are characterized by different spatial structures and different 
behavioral patterns of their users. For RT, an important part of the time-cost 
of a journey is generated by the trip to/from the station itself from/to the 
origin/destination. This well-documented phenomenon (2) defines a "RTS area" as 
an area where RT modal split is higher than a given minimum level. Furthermore, 
at this level of analysis, the level of service of competing modes becomes an 
important factor. In turn, the introduction of competing modes modifies the 
concept of accessibility. 
d. Introduction of competing bidders for a variety of land uses: this is 
certainly the most commonly attempted complication added to the basic Alonso 
model presented above. Given a homogeneous sub-group of population (income, 
behavior, travel and land needs) or other economic agents (users of office space, 
for example), a bid-rent curve can be established for a type of land use (office 
space, for example) in the same way a residential bid-rent curve was established 
by Alonso for residential uses. The result of the superimposition of competing 
bidders in the original model will be a concentric allocation of land to the 
highest bidder at a'given distance from the CBD. 
A 
Figure 3: BID-RENT CURVE, DIFFERENT USES, MONONUCLEAR 
(2) for example, Stringham, M.G.P. Travel Behavior Associated with Land Uses 
Adjacent to Rapid Transit  Stations , Journal of the Institute of Transportation 
Engineers, April 1982 
Attempts have been made t o  advance i n  t h e  d i r ec t ions  suggested above. Lave 
(3) combines d i r ec t ions  c .  and d .  Evans ( 4 )  explores d i r e c t i o n s  a .  and d .  A s  
mentioned e a r l i e r ,  d .  i s  t h e  most explored d i r e c t i o n  ( 5 ) .  The only t h e o r e t i c a l  
arguments d i r e c t l y  r e l a t ed  t o  RTS areas  were i n  Dewees ( 6 ) ,  where d i r ec t ions  a . ,  
b .  and c .  a r e  discussed with respec t  t o  a s p e c i f i c  empir ical  endeavor. 
To d a t e ,  no t h e o r e t i c a l  model has attempted t o  account f o r  t h e  f u l l  complexity 
of t h e  i s sue .  However, some conclusions may be drawn from t h i s  rap id  overview of 
t h e  t h e o r e t i c a l  l i t e r a t u r e .  
1) An increase  i n  property values should occur i n  a reas  surrounding a 
new RTS, because of increased a c c e s s i b i l i t y  t o  and from t h a t  a r e a .  
2) The ex ten t  of t h i s  increase  w i l l  be influenced by: 
a )  t h e  ex ten t  t o  which t h e  increase i n  a c c e s s i b i l i t y  by RT t o  and 
from d i f f e r e n t  purposes represents  an increase  i n  o v e r a l l  
a c c e s s i b i l i t y ;  and 
t h e  previous and t h e  new c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of t h e  RT network ( l e v e l  
of s e rv i ce ,  d i s tance  between s t a t i o n s ,  s t a t i o n  loca t ion ,  p r i c ing .  
. . ) .  
b) 
Have these  conclusions been confirmed empir ical ly? 
2. Empirical evidence 
(3)  Lave, L .  Congestion and Urban Location , Papers,  Regional Science 
Association , 1970, i n  Harvey, D. Society, the Ci ty  and the Space-Economy of 
Urbanism , Association of American Geographers, Resource Paper no. 18, 1 9 7 2 ,  
p .  18 
( 4 )  Evans, Alan W .  The Economics of Residential Location , S t .  Mart in 's  Press ,  
New York, 1973 
(5) For a discussion of t h e  work of I . S .  Lowry, L .  Wingo, J . F .  Kain and R .  Muth, 
s ee  Granfield,  Michael An Econometric Model of Residential Location , Bal l inger ,  
Cambridge, Mass., 1975. Some aspects  a r e  a l s o  covered i n  E . S .  Mills' important 
Studies in the Structure of the Urban Economy , t h e  Johns Hopkins Universi ty  
Press ,  Baltimore, 1972 
( 6 )  Dewees, Donald N .  The Effect of a Subway on Residential Property Values , 
Journal  of Urban Economics, October 1976 
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The empir ical  s tud ie s  of land values i n  RTS a reas  a r e  centered around two 
themes : 
a .  Can an increase  i n  land values be observed as  a d i r e c t  consequence 
of t h e  construct ion of a new RTS i n  an a rea?  I f  yes ,  i s  t h i s  increase  
s i g n i f i c a n t ?  
b .  What f a c t o r s  a f f e c t  these  poss ib le  increases  i n  land value ? 
I n  t h e  framework of t h e  t h e o r e t i c a l  arguments presented above, t h e  hypothesis 
which is  t e s t e d  is  t h e  c a p i t a l i z a t i o n  of t r a v e l  savings i n  t h e  form of investment 
i n  land. 
The da ta  f o r  t hese  s tud ie s  has become increas ingly  r e l i a b l e  and soph i s t i ca t ed  
as  t h e  methodology of be fo re / a f t e r  s tud ie s  has matured. Donnelly ( 7 )  shows how 
da ta  bases were c rea ted  i n  Washington,D.C. f o r  ins tance ,  t o  monitor changes i n  
development. Although impact s tud ie s  do not u sua l ly  include monitoring of land 
values themselves, they provide a d e t a i l e d  context  f o r  t h e  s tud ie s  of land value 
c a r r i e d  ou t .  
There i s  a methodological problem, though, because land values themselves a r e  
very d i f f i c u l t  t o  monitor. The r e s u l t  i s  t h a t  we can only es t imate  land value 
changes through proxy var iab les  which a l s o  r e f l e c t  changes i n  property 
improvements and the re fo re  land use .  This requi res  a departure  from t h e  
framework of t h e  t h e o r e t i c a l  models. Furthermore, it may not be v a l i d  t o  
separa te  land use and land value,  o r  even t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  "land use impacts" from 
an economic perspec t ive  alone.  For t h e  purpose of t h i s  d i scuss ion ,  however, and 
i n  keeping with t h e  l i t e r a t u r e ,  property t a x  assessments o r  r e s i d e n t i a l  s a l e s  
values  w i l l  be assumed an ind ica to r  of land va lues .  The reader should bear i n  
mind t h a t ,  although t h i s  i s  as  c lose  as  w e  can ge t  t o  an empir ical  t e s t  of t h e  
( 7 )  Donnelly, Paget (P r i ce ,  Williams and Associates)  Rail T r a n s i t  Impact Studies: 
Atlanta,  Washington, San Diego , Summary r epor t  prepared f o r  Off ice  of Planning 
Assistance , UMTA, Washington, D . C . ,  March 1982 
t h e o r e t i c a l  models, it is  not  a conclus ive  t e s t  of t h e i r  v a l i d i t y .  
H i s t o r i c  examples of land va lue  inc reases  with RT improvements are well known 
(8) .  However, s i n c e  World War I1 and t h e  decrease of RT modal s p l i t  i n  c i t i e s  of 
North America, t hese  increases  have become less obvious.  Furthermore, RT systems 
r a r e l y  provide a c c e s s i b i l i t y  t o  undeveloped a reas  anymore, whereas e a r l i e r  
systems usua l ly  increased t h e  ne t  supply of developable land.  
According t o  Knight and Trygg (9) , t h e  Lindenwold l i n e  from Phi lade lphia  t o  
New Je r sey  "was t h e  sub jec t  of t h e  most r igorous and ex tens ive  s e t  of s t u d i e s  
ever conducted on t r a n s i t ' s  r e s i d e n t i a l  p roper ty  va lue  impacts". The s t u d i e s  
were c a r r i e d  out  i n  t h e  Department of Regional Science,  Univers i ty  of 
Pennsylvania,  and cons is ted  of s t a t i s t i c a l  t reatment  of r e s i d e n t i a l  sales d a t a .  
No evidence could be i s o l a t e d  f o r  downtown Phi lade lphia ,  but  t h e  evidence of 
increases  i n  suburban r e s i d e n t i a l  p roper ty  values  supports  t h e  " t r a v e l  savings" 
hypothes is .  In  o the r  words, a modest p o s i t i v e  impact was found and determined t o  
be propor t iona l  t o  u s e r s '  t r a v e l  c o s t  and time savings .  (10) 
(8) For a summary of t h e  famous cases  of RT i n  N Y ,  Boston, Chicago, Cleveland, 
San Francico and s t r e e t c a r s  i n  most major North American c i t i e s ,  see Knight, 
Robert L . ,  and Trygg, Lisa  L .  (De Leuw, Cather and Company) Land Use Impacts of 
Rapid Transit ,  Implications of Recent Experience , f o r  Off ice  of t h e  Ass i s t an t  
Sec re t a ry  f o r  Pol icy ,  Plans,  and I n t e r n a t i o n a l  A f f a i r s ,  USDOT, August 1977  
( 9 )  op. c i t . ,  p.90 
(10) Boyce e t  a l . ,  i n  Knight and Trygg, op. c i t . ,  p .93 
In  Toronto, e a r l y  r epor t s  of s u b s t a n t i a l  increases  were made by Irwin (1959). 
Kearns (1964), Wacher (1970) (11) were ab le  t o  compare o v e r a l l  increases  i n  
proper ty  t a x  assessments i n  a reas  "c lose  t o  t h e  subwaytt. Kearns' f ind ings  were 
summarized i n  a r epor t  by t h e  Toronto T r a n s i t  Commission (12):  
(All  f i g u r e s  i n  thousands) 
To ta l  Ci ty  Adjacent t o  Subway 




To ta l  
$101,426 7.5 $48,557 9 . 2  
127,721 8 .5  69,846 12 .1  
212,523 13.5 121,521 18.8 
$441,670 32.8 $239,924 45.4 
TABLE 1: PROPERTY ASSESSMENTS, TORONTO, 1950-1959 
The same sources  r epor t  an inc rease  of 58% i n  a reas  a long t h e  Yonge S t .  l i n e  
from 1952 t o  1962 versus  25% f o r  t h e  rest  of t h e  c i t y .  Using t h e  same type of 
methodology a s  t h a t  developed a t  Univers i ty  of Pennsylvania,  researchers  from t h e  
Univers i ty  of Toronto were ab le  t o  q u a l i f y  t h e s e  r e s u l t s  wi th  some i n t e r e s t i n g  
conclusions : 
(11) I rwin,  W.F. Effect of Subway on Central City Assessments , Toronto 
T r a n s i t  Commission memorandum dated 30 Apri l  1959 ; Kearns, J . H .  The Economic 
Impact of the Yonge Street Subway , address t o  t h e  APTA Annual meeting, 1964 ; 
Wacher, T.R.  The Effects of Rapid Transit Systems on Urban Property 
Development , Chartered Surveyor, March 1970 ; a l l  i n  Knight and Trygg, op. 
c i t . ,  p.42 
(12) Toronto T r a n s i t  Commission Transit in Toronto , Toronto,  1976, p.18 
(13) Abouchar, Alan The Analysis of Property Values and Subway 
Investment and Financing Policies , Univers i ty  of Toronto,  1973, i n  
Knight and Trygg, op. c i t . ,  p .43 
These f a c t o r s  were i d e n t i f i e d  and analyzed i n  a r epor t  w r i t t e n  by 
Adminis t ra t ion and Management Research Associat ion of New York(l7) .  A 
comprehensive review of t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  l ed  them t o  s t a t e  t h r e e  important 
conclusions : 
a.  RT improvements a f f e c t  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of land va lues  on a metropol i tan 
scale,  bu t  cannot i n  themselves c r e a t e  excess value.  This  i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  due t o  
t h e  f a c t  t h a t  RT improvements i n  contemporary North American c i t i e s  represent  
only incremental  improvements t o  s e l e c t e d  s i t e s  i n  t h e  o v e r a l l  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  
system, given t h e  predominance of automobile t r a v e l .  
b .  P o s i t i v e  land value impact i n  RTS a reas  is  dependent on a l a r g e  number of 
f a c t o r s  i n  add i t ion  t o  t h e  t r a n s i t  i t s e l f .  Land value increases  r e l a t e d  t o  new 
RT f a c i l i t i e s  have not  been c o n s i s t e n t :  impacts have been anywhere from 
i n s i g n i f i c a n t  t o  very l a rge  even wi th in  t h e  same RT network. This supports  t h e  
view t h a t  t r anspor t a t ion  improvements can only accomodate growth i f  t h e r e  i s  a 
p r e e x i s t i n g  demand generated by o the r  economic f a c t o r s :  a c c e s s i b i l i t y  a lone does 
not  determine land va lue .  The complementary f a c t o r s  which may s t rong ly  a f f e c t  
land va lue  i n  RTS areas  include:  
- 
- previous land use;  
p a t t e r n s  of land ownership (fragmented o r  u n i f i e d ) ;  
- "market condi t ions" ,  i. e .  phys ica l  and s o c i a l  neighborhood 
q u a l i t i e s ,  a v a i l a b i l i t y  of pub l i c  i n f r a s t r u c t u r e ,  income and populat ion 
growth t r e n d s ,  and t h e  o v e r a l l  r e a l  e s t a t e  market and growth p o t e n t i a l  
of t h e  metropol i tan reg ion;  
- 
- f i n a l l y ,  zoning and land use po l i cy .  
t iming of t h e  RT improvement i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  t h e  previous f a c t o r s  
(17) Adminis t ra t ion and Management Research Associat ion of New York, Inc .  and 
Off ice  of Midtown Planning and Development, Off ice  of t h e  Mayor Transit  Station 
Area Joint Development: Strategies for Implementation , New York, 1976 
- Abouchar ( 1 3 )  found t h a t  once most of t h e  system was e i t h e r  b u i l t  o r  
well under cons t ruc t ion ,  t h e r e  was no more s i g n i f i c a n t  impact on land 
va lues .  
- Dewees, i n  seve ra l  works, confirmed t h e  ex i s t ence  of increases  and 
was ab le  t o  r e l a t e  some of t h e  e f f e c t s  a t  t h e  micro- level  t o  t h e  
s p e c i f i c  performance c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of t h e  t r a n s i t  s e r v i c e ( l 4 ) .  
The most conclusive evidence concerning t h e  impacts of t h e  Bay Area RT System 
(BARTS o r  BART) i n  t h e  San Francisco region stems from t h e  r epor t s  of t h e  "BART 
Impact Studies"  (15) .  The p r i n c i p a l  f ind ings  of t hese  s t u d i e s  were: 
- proper ty  p r i c e  ga ins  a t t r i b u t a b l e  t o  BART were almost n e g l i g i b l e ;  
- t h e  inf luence  of BART on p r i c e  inc reases  was most s i g n i f i c a n t  f o r  
s ing le- fami ly  dwellings wi th in  500 f e e t  of some s t a t i o n s ;  
- o f f i c e  r e n t s  i n  s t a t i o n  a reas  were a f f e c t e d  more c o n s i s t e n t l y  than 
r e s i d e n t i a l  r e n t s ;  
- increases  were more preva len t  during t h e  planning and cons t ruc t ion  
of BART, t ape r ing  o f f  subsequent ly .  
Melvin Webber (16) even r epor t s  t h a t  an i n i t i a l  dec l ine  i n  proper ty  values  
occurred i n  t h e  Rockridge s t a t i o n  a rea  when BART f i r s t  opened. 
This b r i e f  overview of some of t h e  b e t t e r  documented cases  produced mixed 
evidence. This suggests  t h a t  t h e r e  may be f a c t o r s  t h a t  have not  been taken i n t o  
account thus  f a r ,  and which a r e  s i g n i f i c a n t  determinants  of land va lue  increases  
i n  RTS a r e a s .  
(14) Dewees, op. c i t .  
(15) e s p e c i a l l y  Metropolitan Transpor ta t ion  Commission/USDOT BART in the San 
Francisco Bay Area-The Final Report of the Bart  Impact Program , June 1979, 
and Falcke,  C . O .  and Schnet lage,  T. (John Blayney Assoc./David M .  Dornbusch and 
Co., Inc . )  Study of Property Acquisition and Occupancy -BART'S Effect on 
Speculation , f o r  Metropolitan Transpor ta t ion  CommissionlUSDOTIHUD, October 1978 
(16) Webber, Melvin M .  The  BART Experience - What Have We Learned? , 
Chapter 7 of A l t shu le r ,  Alan A .  Current  Issues in Transportation P o k y  , 
Lexington Books, 1979 
c .  In  p rac t i ce ,  e f f e c t s  of RT a r e  d i f f i c u l t  t o  separa te  from those of o ther  
f a c t o r s ,  both on a micro and macro-scale of observat ion.  
Thus, t h e  evidence concerning land value increases  does not  e n t i r e l y  confirm 
t h e  t h e o r e t i c a l  considerat ions presented above. On t h e  o ther  hand, it suggests  
t h a t  o ther  f ac to r s  may play a t  l e a s t  as  important a r o l e  as  a c c e s s i b i l i t y  alone 
i n  determining land value i n  RTS a reas .  
3 .  A change in orientation 
The mixed evidence presented above poin ts  t o  incomplete t h e o r e t i c a l  arguments 
which can be misleading when conceptual iz ing t h e  fu tu re  of RTS a reas .  The most 
obvious shortcoming of t hese  models i s  t h e i r  necessa r i ly  s i m p l i s t i c  approach. 
More comprehensive econometric approaches would be tremendously complex, and t h e  
p r a c t i c a l  implicat ions might be i n s i g n i f i c a n t  i n  regard t o  t h e i r  complexity. A s  
mentioned e a r l i e r ,  though, t h e i r  cont r ibu t ion  i s  fundamental i n  descr ib ing  t h e  
economic processes a f f e c t i n g  RTS a reas .  
More importantly,  t h e  determinants descr ibed i n  t h e  purely economic paradigm 
may be l e s s  s i g n i f i c a n t  than o ther  f ac to r s  inf luencing land values and t h e  
u l t imate  land use changes i n  RT a reas .  Lowry (18) contends t h a t  " the market 
processes of t r ansac t ions  between w i l l i n g  buyers and w i l l i n g  s e l l e r s  determine 
t h e  s p a t i a l  organizat ion of urban a c t i v i t i e s  ." This i s  c e r t a i n l y  not t r u e  f o r  
our purposes, s ince  decis ions of whether, how and where a t r anspor t a t ion  f a c i l i t y  
should be b u i l t  a r e  made by publ ic  a u t h o r i t i e s .  O f  course,  market processes and 
condi t ions a r e  major inputs  i n  those dec is ions ,  and t o  a c e r t a i n  ex ten t  t h i s  form 
of planning is  r eac t ive  t o  a demand f o r  t r anspor t a t ion .  In  any case,  though, 
(18) Lowry, I r a  S .  Seven Models of Urban Development: A Structural 
Comparison , Highway Research Special  Report no. 9 7 ,  Highway Research Board , 
Washington, D . C . ,  1968 i n  Sweet, David C . ,  e d . ,  Models of Urban Structure , 
Lexington Books, Lexington, Mass., 1 9 7 2 ,  p.5 
some of t h e  key f ac to r s  a f f e c t i n g  land use and even land values a r e  a t  l e a s t  
f i l t e r e d ,  i f  not pr imar i ly  determined, by a process of planning and policy-making 
which is  not  p e r f e c t l y  t ransparent  t o  market condi t ions .  
Consequently, t o  go any f u r t h e r  without r a i s i n g  t h e  i ssues  and inf luence of 
po l icy  would be misleading. When observing t h e  case s tud ie s  i n  Chapter 2 ,  w e  
w i l l  see  t h a t  land values themselves do not seem t o  have been t h e  objec t  of 
publ ic  po l icy  (nor do t h e i r  increases  seem t o  be so  dramatic as  t o  mandate such 
an a t t i t u d e ) .  Rather,  it seems t h a t  policy-makers, following t h e  economic 
reasoning presented above, assumed a t  f i r s t  t h a t  values would r ise,  a l b e i t  
incremental ly ,  as  a r e s u l t  of improved a c c e s s i b i l i t y ,  " a l l  o ther  th ings  remaining 
equal". I t  is  s t r i k i n g  t h a t  t h i s  t r end  is  considered bene f i c i a l  i n  i t s e l f ,  
because i t s  e f f e c t s  a r e  t o  produce a "higher and more e f f i c i e n t "  use of land, and 
because a r i s e  i n  property values means a r i s e  i n  t a x  revenue. The poss ib le  
negat ive consequences of such value increases  i n  terms of displacement o r  o the r  
s o c i a l ,  physical  o r  economic impacts a r e  not  usua l ly  addressed i n  economic 
ana lys i s .  However c l e a r  it may be t h a t  t h e  o v e r a l l  e f f e c t s  on p a r t i c u l a r  
neighborhoods may be negat ive,  t h i s  aspect  i s  only addressed i n  the  pol icy  arena,  
i n  t h e  process of j u s t i f y i n g  s p e c i f i c  plans i n  p a r t i c u l a r  s t a t i o n  a reas .  
This type of approach, abs t r ac t ing  land use from many of i t s  " r ea l  world 
complications", provides us with a t h e o r e t i c a l  and incomplete v i s ion  of t h e  
processes determining land use.  Most o f t en ,  t h e  previous land use and s o c i a l  
composition of t h e  concerned area  a r e  not taken i n t o  considerat ion with t h i s  
approach. Evans (19) discusses  t h e  process of change occurr ing i n  response t o  
changes i n  a c c e s s i b i l i t y  as  dependent on t h e  cos t  of redevelopment, but a more 
d e t a i l e d  a r t i c u l a t i o n  of Alonso-type reasonings with theo r i e s  of housing cyc les ,  
f i l t e r i n g ,  trickle-down o r  land use succession could not  be found(20). Not only 
(19) op. c i t . ,  pp. 171-187. In  any case ,  t h e  ana lys i s  remains s t a t i c .  
(20 )  In  Contini ,  Edgar Transportation and the Recycling of Urban Land , Urban 
can t h e  conclusions drawn from such an approach be incomplete, they can a l s o  be 
f a l s e  a s  a r e s u l t  of t h e  omission of key f a c t o r s .  For example, i n  t h e  a rea  
surrounding t h e  Rockridge s t a t i o n  on San Franc isco ' s  BART, economic ana lys i s  
alone would conclude t o  increases  i n  land values  and subsequent development. 
However, t h i s  a rea  was occupied by a vocal community l i v i n g  i n  s ingle-family 
dwell ings.  According t o  Gruen and Gruen (21) ,  a successfu l  community campaign 
aga ins t  development kept land values  low through a conservat ive zoning ordinance. 
Webber (22) notes  t h a t  t h e  s t rong  community r eac t ion  f i r s t  manifested i t s e l f  i n  
t h e  form of decreasing land p r i c e s ,  in te r rupted  by t h e  reassur ing  zoning 
ordinance. Whatever t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of t h i s  case may be,  community r eac t ion  
and zoning changes were undoubtedly prime f ac to r s  i n  e s t ab l i sh ing  t h e  f i n a l  land 
use i n  t h e  Rockridge a rea .  
For these  reasons,  t h e  f i n a l  r e s u l t s  concerning development i n  RTS a reas  w i l l  
only be reviewed i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  t h e  p o l i c i e s  c a r r i e d  out  a t  t h e  loca l  l e v e l ,  
which w i l l  be analyzed i n  Chapters I1 and 111. The purpose of t h i s  s ec t ion  was 
r a the r  t o  summarize t h e  general  reasons for  which RTS a reas  a r e  t h e  objec t  of 
s p e c i f i c  a t t e n t i o n  on t h e  p a r t  of policy-makers. L e t  u s  review these  reasons.  
The f i r s t  and foremost of these  reasons is  t h a t  s t a t i o n  loca t ion ,  one of t h e  
key planning decis ions i n  these  mat te rs ,  i s  c a r r i e d  out  by publ ic  a u t h o r i t i e s .  
Furthermore, i f  o ther  f a c t o r s  a r e  conducive t o  imminent development, t h e  
provis ion of a rap id  t r a n s i t  f a c i l i t y  can be dec i s ive  i n  suddenly increas ing  land 
va lues ,  acce le ra t ing  market a c t i v i t y  and increas ing  t h e  pressure  f o r  development. 
Land, Apri l  1976, one can f ind  a discussion i n  very broad terms of t h e  use of 
t r anspor t a t ion  systems t o  acce le ra t e  t h e  redevelopment of b l igh ted  a reas  i n  favor 
of "higher and more e f f i c i e n t "  land uses .  See a l s o  Rolf R .  Schmitt Predicting 
the Impacts of Transportation on the Spread of Urban Blight , i n  Transportat ion 
Research Record no.634, t r anspor t a t ion  Research Board, 1977 
(21) Gruen and Gruen Assoc. Impact of BART on Real Estate Values Around the 
Rockridge Station a repor t  prepared f o r  Administration and Management Research 
Assn., op. c i t . ,  1$76 
(22) op. c i t . ,  p.109 
I f  
Increased in te rvent ion  on and regula t ion  of t h e  land market can then be j u s t i f i e d  
by t h e  presumption of increased r a t e s  of change assoc ia ted  with new RTSs. The 
in te rvent ion  w i l l  be predicated on a r a t i o n a l e  not d i f f e r e n t  i n  na ture  from 
ac t ions  regula t ing  land markets i n  genera l .  However, land use p o l i c i e s  i n  RTS 
areas  can be c l e a r l y  d is t inguished  as  a s p e c i f i c  po l icy  i s sue  by t h e  p o t e n t i a l  
s t r eng th  of market forces  put i n t o  play and t h e  l i nk  between t r anspor t a t ion  and 
land use p o l i c i e s  needed i n  order  t o  respond t o  these  forces  e f f e c t i v e l y .  
The following sec t ion  w i l l  i d e n t i f y  t h e  ac to r s  whose in te rvent ions  may 
con t r ibu te  t o  t h e  u l t imate  form of land use i n  RTS a reas ,  and analyze t h e i r  
ob jec t ives  as  r e l a t e d  t o  these  a reas .  I t  was f e l t  t h a t  t h e  ana lys i s  of a c t o r s '  
ob jec t ives  and pos i t ions  is  a s i g n i f i c a n t  way of f i l l i n g  some of t h e  gaps l e f t  by 
economic reasoning alone.  Their in te rvent ion  def ines  t h e  p o l i c i e s  c a r r i e d  ou t ,  
which can be seen as  a compromise between t h e i r  ob jec t ives .  This approach was 
f e l t  t o  be p a r t i c u l a r l y  re levant  f o r  RTS a reas  where many ac to r s  in te rvene .  
I1 Actors intervening in R T S  land use decisionmaking 
This section should provide the reader with an understanding of the 
articulation of the key concepts of value capture and joint development with 
goals and means of action of the intervening actors. Given the variations which 
exist between the specific priority issues central to the planning process in 
different cases, this section will only relate broad characterizations found in 
the literature. The three types of actors distinguished are : 
- public actors 
- institutional actors 
- private developers 
This section borrows heavily from the analyses found in the Proceedings 
of the Joint Development Marketplace compiled by Public Technology, Inc. 
for UMTA in 1978. 
1. Public actors 
Subsets of the "public at large" are classified under this heading. In a 
given metropolitan area, three groups are potentially relevant in RTS area 
decisionmaking : the electorate, citizen groups and transit users. These 
groups can overlap. 
a. The electorate, inasmuch as it modifies the priorities of local 
government, may have indirect influence on RTS area policies. This group is 
sensitive to large transformations occurring at the metropolitan level. It 
is not necessarily well informed of the possible impacts of policy choices. 
Often, local transit funding is dependent on the approval of bond issues 
placed on b a l l o t .  This can put some land use i ssues  i n  t h e  spo t l igh t  of 
p o l i t i c a l  controversy,  as  i n  t h e  case of BART. 
b .  Ci t izen  groups, e spec ia l ly  those represent ing  a reas  where a RTS is  o r  
w i l l  be located,  have i n  some ins tances  been dec is ive  a c t o r s .  This usua l ly  
takes  t h e  form of r e s i s t ance  t o  poss ib le  increases  i n  land values ,  
displacement and dramatic changes i n  neighborhood charac te r .  The 
e f fec t iveness  of t h e i r  ac t ion  has been va r i ab le ,  t y p i c a l l y  higher i n  
a f f l u e n t  suburban r e s i d e n t i a l  a r eas .  Their  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  s t a t i o n  
loca t ion  dec is ion  and area  planning has become a s tandard procedure, but  
t h e r e  i s  no evidence t h a t  t h i s  has sys temat ica l ly  modified t h e  outcome of 
t h e  planning process .  T h i s  important i s sue  w i l l  not be f u l l y  addressed i n  
t h i s  paper.  
c .  T rans i t  users ,  present  and p o t e n t i a l ,  a r e  not usua l ly  s t rongly  organized 
as  an i n t e r e s t  group. I t  can be hypothesized t h a t  they would favor high 
dens i ty  and mixed use i n  RTS a reas  s i n c e  t h i s  would increase  t h e i r  choice of 
a c t i v i t i e s  access ib le  by RT. However, RT users  a r e  o f t en  res idents  of a RTS 
a rea  themselves, and they may d e s i r e  high i n t e n s i t y  land use i n  a l l  RTS 
a reas  but one. Those who u s e  o ther  modes than walking t o  access a RTS may 
a l s o  be opposed t o  any configurat ion conducive t o  congestion and/or parking 
r e s t r i c t i o n s  near t h a t  s t a t i o n .  
2.  Institutional Actors 
I t  is  d i f f i c u l t  not t o  d i s t ingu i sh  between t h e  US and Canada, even a t  
t h i s  i n i t i a l  l eve l  of ana lys i s .  
"The federa l  government i n  Canada has only a minimal r o l e  i n  urban 
t r anspor t a t ion .  In  con t r a s t  t o  t h e  United S t a t e s  s i t u a t i o n ,  t h e  
Canadian government has little direct contact with the municipal 
level, especially in the Province of Ontario. Any federal contact 
with the cities must be routed through the provincial governments. 
In Ontario, the provincial government takes a very active role in 
the urban sphere with respect to financing and planning, and 
guards its prerogatives closely. This is in direct contrast to 
the United States situation, where the states did not often take 
the initiative in attacking urban problems, and stepped aside to 
allow the federal government to develop and directly apply major 
programs in the cities. The United States federal role in urban 
transportation is also much more significant. The subsidies for 
roads (and, more recently, transit) have been considerable, and 
federal requirements with respect to environmental impact studies, 
planning studies, and public participation -tied to their 
subsidies- have provided forceful guidelines at the municipal 
level. In Ontario, the provincial government has in some cases 
played the equivalent role. (1)" 
For all practical purposes, the provincial government of Ontario's role can be 
considered analogous to that of the US federal government's in this subsection. 
In this subsection, then, four types of istitutional actors will be 
distinguished : 
- local transit agencies, i.e. operators of transit in a metropolitan 
area. 
- local and, in the US case, state governments(2). 
(1) Pill, Juri Planning and Politics: The  Metro Toronto Transportation Plan 
Review , the NIT Press, Cambridge, Mass., 1978, pp.19-20 
(2) Redevelopment authorities will be considered as integral parts of 
local government structures. 
- t h e  f e d e r a l  government, f o r  which t h e  d iscuss ion  w i l l  be l imi t ed  t o  
t h e  US. An ana lys i s  of t h e  Province of Ontar io ' s  r o l e  would be 
analogous as f a r  a s  p r i n c i p l e s  a r e  concerned, but  t h e  s p e c i f i c s  w i l l  
only be analyzed i n  t h e  Toronto case  s tudy .  
- T r a n s i t  Corr idor  Development Corporations (TCDC). 
a .  Transit agencies have c o n s i s t e n t l y  been suppor t ive  of RTS development. They 
base t h e i r  support  on t h e  assumption t h a t  by t h e  c r e a t i o n  of land uses  favorable  
t o  RT usage ( i . e .  high dens i ty  and mixed use wi th  a p r i o r i t y  on o f f i c e  space i n  
downtown a reas  , o r  Park-and-Ride f a c i l i t i e s  i n  suburban a r e a s ,  b a s i c a l l y )  i n  RTS 
areas, r i d e r s h i p  w i l l  i nc rease .  Not only does t h i s  provide enhanced prospec ts  
f o r  RT a s  a f u t u r e  mode of t r a n s p o r t a t i o n ,  bu t  t h e  poss ib l e  f i n a n c i a l  gains  i n  
t h e  near  f u t u r e  a r e  o f t e n  considered s u f f i c i e n t  t o  j u s t i f y  investments i n  so- 
c a l l e d  " j o i n t  development'' p r o j e c t s .  
J o i n t  development i s  "a land development r e l a t e d  func t iona l ly  and phys ica l ly  
The b e n e f i t s  which a t r a n s i t  agency can t o  a pub l i c  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  f a c i l i t y " ( 3 ) .  
r e a l i z e  from j o i n t  development include : 
"- 
- 
- improved intermodal connect ions.  
- shared c a p i t a l  improvement c o s t s .  
- income from land s a l e s  and leases, a s  well as  increased revenues 
from t axes ,  dedicated t o  t h e  maintenance and cons t ruc t ion  of t h e  
t r a n s i t  system(4) . ' I  
a b u i l t - i n  source of t r a n s i t  patronage.  
more adequate amenit ies  a t  and around s t a t i o n s .  
(3)  Hurd, Burckhardt and Moore i n  Proceedings of the Joint Development 
Marketplace ,op.  c i t .  , p.64 
(4)  i b i d . ,  p.65 
Furthermore, s ince  it i s  a publ ic  agency, a t r a n s i t  agency w i l l  promote any 
form of "value capture",  i . e .  " the process by which t h e  community shares  t o  some 
exten t  i n  t h e  economic bene f i t s  from publ ic ly  funded t r anspor t a t ion  improvements 
and f a c i l i t i e s " ( 5 ) .  
Very o f t en ,  t r a n s i t  agencies a r e  d i r e c t l y  involved a s  owners of land i n  RTS 
areas  and of a i r  r i g h t s  above RT i n f r a s t r u c t u r e s .  In  p r i n c i p l e ,  t h e r e  a r e  l ega l  
cons t r a in t s  t o  t h e  acqu i s i t i on  of land by t r anspor t a t ion  agencies beyond t h a t  
s t r i c t l y  needed fo r  t r anspor t a t ion  purposes. Rivkin ( 6 )  documents how these  
cons t r a in t s  have o f t en  been overcome through a cooperative venture  of l oca l  
government and t r anspor t a t ion  agencies .  We w i l l  see  examples of t h i s  i n  t h e  case 
s t u d i e s .  
The inf luence of t r a n s i t  agencies is  even g rea t e r  i f  one considers  t h e i r  
weight i n  s t a t i o n  loca t ion  decisionmaking. In  t h e  p a s t ,  t h e r e  has c l e a r l y  been a 
mismatch between t r a n s i t  agencies '  r e spons ib i l i t y  i n  land use i s sues  and t h e i r  
r e l a t i v e  incompetence and un fami l i a r i t y  with them. Through t h e  increas ing  
prec is ion  of RTS problem formulation and through cooperation wi th  o the r  ac to r s  i n  
a formalized RTS a rea  planning process ,  t r a n s i t  agencies have become 
soph i s t i ca t ed  about t h e  p o t e n t i a l  impact of t h e i r  decis ions and ac t ions .  
b .  One way i n  which state and local governments a r e  involved i s  through t h e i r  
funding of l oca l  t r a n s i t  agencies.  The l eve l  of t h i s  funding, both i n  absolu te  
terms and r e l a t i v e  t o  t h e  t r a n s i t  agency's . t o t a l  budget, i s  v a r i a b l e .  I n  any 
event ,  s t a t e  and loca l  governments share  some of t h e  p r i o r i t i e s  presented i n  a .  
Their involvment as  owners of land can a l s o  be s u b s t a n t i a l .  Beyond t h e  
objec t ives  these  i n s t i t u t i o n s  hold i n  common with t r a n s i t  agencies ' ,  o the r  
(5) Southern Cal i forn ia  Rapid Trans i t  D i s t r i c t  f o r  USDOT Joint Development and 
Value Capture in Los Angeles: Local Policy Formulation , January 1983, p.VII-1 
(6)  Rivkin, Malcolm D .  Some Insights Into the Practice of Joint Development: 
Lessons From Experience , Transportat ion Research Record no. 634, Transportat ion 
Research Board, National Academy of Sciences,  Washington, D . C . ,  1977 
perceived bene f i t s  of j o i n t  development p ro jec t s  t o  s t a t e  and loca l  governments 
include : 
- "Increased t a x  revenues. However, it must be recognized t h a t  
development which occurs around a t r a n s i t  s t a t i o n  may be t h e  r e s u l t  of 
regional  s h i f t s  and not t h e  r e s u l t  of a n e t  increase  i n  regional  
growth. 
- One of t h e  primary objec t ives  
of j o i n t  development i s  t o  encourage high-qual i ty  development a t  and 
around s t a t i o n s .  However, t h e  achievement of t h i s  ob jec t ive  w i l l  only 
be assured through the  development of reasonable design con t ro l s .  
- Increased opportuni ty .  J o i n t  development p ro jec t s  provide increased 
employment, shopping, and r e s i d e n t i a l  oppor tuni t ies .  
- Reduced publ ic  cos t s .  J o i n t  development p ro jec t s  w i l l  o f t en  lead t o  
g rea t e r  mixtures of complementary uses and increased dens i ty  thereby 
reducing t h e  r e l a t i v e  cos t s  of support ive publ ic  c a p i t a l  
investments. ( 7 ) ' '  
Quali ty  design and urban environment. 
Local governments a l s o  have t o  balance s o c i a l  goals  with t h e i r  percept ion t h a t  
c e r t a i n  a reas  of t h e  c i t y  need t o  be redeveloped a t  a l a rge  s c a l e .  
Because of t h e  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  separa t ion  from t r a n s i t  agencies and t h e  
necessary p a r t i c i p a t i o n  of developers and community organiza t ions ,  t h e  
r e a l i z a t i o n  of loca l  government objec t ives  depends on successfu l  negot ia t ions  
with these  p a r t i e s .  Much of t h e  p o l i t i c a l  accountabi l i ty  i n  t h i s  process i s  he ld  
by loca l  government through t h e  e l e c t o r a l  process and i n t e r a c t i o n  with community 
organiza t ions .  On one hand, l oca l  governments must provide p r i v a t e  s e c t o r  
developers with s u f f i c i e n t  incent ives  t o  promote t h e  r e a l i z a t i o n  of publ ic  
ob jec t ives ,  but on t h e  o ther  hand they must ensure t h a t  t h e r e  i s  not an excessive 
( 7 )  Hurd, Burckhardt and Moore, op. c i t . ,  pp.68-69 
rate of return to the private sector as a result of public investment. This 
requires a level of understanding both of the underlying processes and of private 
sector concerns not necessarily very developed in public agencies. 
Both the extent of public involvment and the tools used may vary from station 
to station, and according to general economic trends of the metropolitan area. 
The setting can be one of competition between jurisdictions, especially between 
suburban and central-city priorities, or on the contrary intra-metropolitan 
cooperation, a situation promoted without much success in the US and achieved by 
the creation of a metropolitan government for Toronto. 
State governments sometimes have the legislative power to authorize new 
administrative and financing procedures. Beyond that, the tools available to 
state and local governments for direct intervention and/or negotiation include: 
- regulatory techniques 
- public land acquisition 
- taxing 
- public assumption of risk 
- the preferential redirection of existing public investment toward 
RTS areas 
Chapters I1 and I11 will focus on the specific tools used, and the rationale 
behind their selection in different situations. 
c. is 
based on the perception that a successful coordination of RT and land use can 
favor other federal priorities and policies. This takes several forms, and is 
often based on assumptions about mass transportation and urban form that are not 
easily verifiable. 
The interest of the federal government in land use policies in RTS areas 
F i r s t ,  it is  f e l t  t h a t  RT can s i g n i f i c a n t l y  a l t e r  p a t t e r n s  of urban form t o  
l i m i t  sprawl.  This i n  t u r n  i s  perceived t o  promote energy conservat ion,  s i n c e  a 
dense urban form l inked with RT i s  perceived as ene rgy-e f f i c i en t  ( 8 ) .  Another 
perceived consequence is  enhanced environmental p r o t e c t i o n  (9 ) .  Secondly, j o i n t  
development i s  seen a s  favor ing  some of t h e  f e d e r a l  government's s p e c i f i c  
t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  pol icy  i n i t i a t i v e s ,  f o r  i n s t ance  favor ing  increases  i n  mobi l i ty  of 
t h e  " t r anspor t a t ion  disadvantaged"(10).  F i n a l l y ,  UMTA i s  d i r e c t l y  involved i n  
t h e  promotion of va lue  capture  techniques t h a t  he lp  t r a n s i t  agencies f i n a n c i a l l y  
and j o i n t  development which can he lp  inc rease  RT r i d e r s h i p .  
In  1974, t h e  Congress, responding t o  t h e  case  of t h e  Metropolitan At l an ta  RT 
system, adopted t h e  Young amendment t o  t h e  1964 Urban Mass Transpor ta t ion  
Ac t ( l1 ) .  A t  t h i s  p o i n t ,  t h e  s p e c i f i c a t i o n  of a c l e a r  f e d e r a l  po l i cy  has not  y e t  
been attempted. 
(8)Although t h i s  may be t r u e  i n  absolu te  terms, it has been pointed out  time and 
again i n  t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  t h a t  t h i s  does not  imply t h a t  t h e  cons t ruc t ion  of RT 
saves energy i n  t h e  foreseeable  f u t u r e  given present  urban form, t h e  energy- 
i n t e n s i v e  na tu re  of RT i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  cons t ruc t ion  and t h e  quas i -ubiqui ty  of 
automobile ownership. See f o r  example Al t shu le r ,  Alan The  Urban Transportation 
System: Politics and Policy Innovation , t h e  MIT Press, Cambridge, Mass., 1978 ; 
o r  Meyer, John R .  and Gomez-Ibanez, Jose  A .  Autos Transit  and Cities , Harvard 
Univers i ty  Press, Cambridge, Mass., 1981 
(9) See Urban Systems Research and Engineering, Inc .  The  Growth Shapers. The  
Land Use Impacts of Infrastructure Investments , f o r  t h e  Council on 
Environmental Qual i ty ,  Play, 1976. This  i s  a d e t a i l e d  argumentation of t h i s  view. 
Again, t h i s  has been challenged by more recent  s t u d i e s .  The burden of proof l i e s  
on t h e  claim t h a t  RT des t roys  t h e  environment less than  t h e  automobile. A 
d e f i n i t e  answer is  not  l i k e l y  t o  emerge soon, e s p e c i a l l y  given t h e  recent  s h i f t  
of focus i n  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  research  away from such broad ques t ions  and back t o  
p r o j e c t  t o  p r o j e c t  s t u d i e s  of economic f e a s i b i l i t y .  
(10)  e s s e n t i a l y  t h e  c a r l e s s  and non-drivers .  The ex ten t  t o  which t h i s  group can 
b e n e f i t  from RT improvements i s  debatable  a f t e r  s c r u t i n y  of t h e  s o c i a l  
composition of RT r i d e r s h i p  and t h e i r  t r a v e l  p a t t e r n s  i n  t h e  US. Not only are 
t h e  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  disadvantaged o f t e n  p o l i t i c a l l y  unsuccessful  a t  ob ta in ing  
adequate RT s e r v i c e ,  but  they  may be t h e  f i r s t  t o  be d isp laced  from RTS a reas  i n  
t h e  event of increased land va lues .  Furthermore, it has been argued t h a t  they  
would be b e t t e r  served by o the r  modes than  RT, again given present  urban 
s i t u a t i o n s .  
(11) Appendix A h i g h l i g h t s  t h e  s a l i e n t  po in t s  of t h i s  l e g i s l a t i o n .  
UMTA'S commitment t o  t h e  promotion and f inancing of j o i n t  development p ro jec t s  
i s  very s t rong  though, and was r ecen t ly  re inforced by t h e  f indings of Keefer and 
Assoc. i n  t h e i r  repor t  on a nation-wide research they conducted(l2).  The focus 
of t h i s  research was t o  es t imate  t h e  long-term cos t -e f fec t iveness  of UMTA'S 
investments i n  j o i n t  development compared t o  o ther  kinds of UMTA Sect ion 3 
c a p i t a l  a s s i s t ance  g ran t s .  Although some of t h e  bene f i t s  p red ic ted  by t h i s  
r epor t  seem op t imis t i c ,  t he  f indings remain p e r t i n e n t :  
- Trans i t  r i de r sh ip  increases  could be s i g n i f i c a n t  as  a r e s u l t  of t h e  
j o i n t  development p ro jec t s  (13).  Thus t h e  cos t -e f fec t iveness  of t hese  
investments, measured i n  terms of cos t  t o  UMTA per  ne t  add i t iona l  
t r a n s i t  r i d e r ,  i s  r a the r  high compared t o  o the r  Sect ion 3 c a p i t a l  g ran t  
investments: 
Range of UMTA Cost per  
Ci ty  Net Additional Added Tr ip  
(Do 1 l a r s  ) Trans i t  Tr ips  
Baltimore 3,337-7,310 1,710-3,746 
Boston 2,418-5,302 566 -1,241 
Cambridge 5,819- 12  , 759 627 -1,375 
Miami 1,355-2,970 2,323-5,092 
Phi ladelphia  7,093-15,553 657 -1,438 
TABLE 2 :  ESTIMATED UMTA COST PER ADDITIONAL DAILY TRANSIT TRIP 
TO RT JOINT DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS Source: (12) 
To give some poin ts  of comparison: "For t h e  f i r s t  31-mile segment of 
Washington's new Metro r a i l  system, fo r  example, t h e  c a p i t a l  cos t  t o  
UMTA was a t  l e a s t  $14,000 per  n e t  add i t iona l  t r a n s i t  t r i p ,  and about 
(12) Keefer, Louis E .  (Keefer and Assoc.) An Interim Review of Nine UMTA- 
Assisted Joint Development Projects , f o r  Off ice  of Planning Assis tance,  UMTA, 
October 1983 
(13)Although t r a n s i t  t r i p s  merely s h i f t e d  from other  o r ig ins  and 
des t ina t ions  a r e  estimated and not  double-counted, t h e r e  may be a 
systematic  overestimation due t o  t h e  double-counting of bus t r i p s  
previously made from t h e  same o r i g i n  t o  t h e  same des t ina t ion .  This may 
be s i g n i f i c a n t  s ince  many RT co r r ido r s  were previously heavi ly  t r ave led  
bus co r r ido r s .  
corporat ions,  t h e i r  l ega l  s t a t u s ,  means of ac t ion ,  and f inancing r e a l l y  depend on 
t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  s t r u c t u r e  of each c i t y .  The main advantage 
i d e n t i f i e d  i n  t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  i s  t h a t  t h e  TCDC, by welding toge ther  d i f f e r e n t  
i n s t i t u t i o n a l  i n t e r e s t s ,  provides p r i v a t e  developers with one and only one 
counterpar t  fo r  negot ia t ion .  Not only does t h i s  a l l e v i a t e  t h e i r  f e a r  of 
i n s t i t u t i o n a l  disagreements, but it g r e a t l y  s impl i f i e s  t h e i r  procedures.  
The s impl i f i ca t ion  i s  i n  p a r t  due t o  t h e  a b i l i t y  of TCDCs t o  bypass much of 
t h e  red t ape .  One must bear i n  mind, though, t h a t  t h e r e  i s  usua l ly  a reason f o r  
t h e  exis tence of t h i s  red tape .  In  c e r t a i n  circumstances, t h e  major reason f o r  
t h e  ex is tence  of a TCDC o r  a s i m i l a r  type of organizat ion may be i t s  a b i l i t y  t o  
avoid a cumbersome regula t ion .  This r a i s e s  t h e  problem of such organizat ions 
accountabi l i ty .  
A t  a l l  l e v e l s ,  t he re fo re ,  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  ac to r s  s t r e s s  t h e  importance of 
understanding p r i v a t e  s e c t o r  concerns and must engage i n  negot ia t ions  with 
p r i v a t e  sec to r  i n t e r e s t s  and publ ic  s ec to r  i n s t i t u t i o n s .  
3 .  Private actors 
The business community i n  a metropolitan a rea  can be a prime mover i n  
providing support f o r  RT cons t ruc t ion ,  as  was t h e  case i n  San Francisco.  Their  
support  was based on t h e  hope t h a t  BART would provide impetus t o  San Franc isco ' s  
downtown development (16) .  Other p r i v a t e  ac to r s  include land owners i n  RTS 
a reas .  
The most important p r i v a t e  ac to r s  i n  RTS a rea  land use decisionmaking a r e  t h e  
developers,  though. I t  i s  on t h e i r  dec is ion  whether o r  not  t o  bui ld  t h a t  any 
"impact" depends, except f o r  e n t i r e l y  publ ic  p r o j e c t s ,  o r  t h e  incremental 
Development Handbook for Local Government Officials , supported by UMTA, 
Washington, D . C . ,  February 1984 
(16) See San Francisco case s tudy.  
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the same cost was experienced for the first 15-mile segment of 
Atlanta's new MARTA rail system. More than a dozen other proposed rail 
rapid transit investments would cost from about $5,000 to more than 
$30,000 per net additional daily transit trip. These costs per 
additional new rider would be higher still were operating costs 
included in the comparisons , so that joint development ' s investment 
superiority is generally understated (14)" 
- Other benefits such as induced private investment, permanent jobs 
created, value capture are also substantial. 
- Although large projects are generally more successful, smaller 
projects can still represent an excellent UMTA investment. 
The major financer of RT systems, UMTA, has thus followed a complicated path 
leading it toward a point where land development and transit line operation would 
be carried out by the same body, as they were in the past when private sector 
operators prevailed. It is remarkable that such an expansion of activities 
should be justified in the cost-effectiveness mode. This can be interpreted as a 
major shift from an era when RT investments were predicated on broad social and 
environmental goals. Not only has the ability of RT to achieve such goals been 
challenged by the results of new RT systems, but the shift may also be relevant 
of a change in focus in planning practice from the redistributive effects of 
public investments to their overall cost-effectiveness. 
d. In some cases, local governments in the US may find it useful to create a 
Transit Corridor Development Corporations (TCDC) , i. e. a public or quasi- 
public corporation under the provisions of the Young Amendment. In broad terms, 
these special-purpose entities are established to "plan, coordinate and implement 
joint development projects (15) ." The specific role and function of these 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
(14) ibid., p. iii 
(15) Public Technology, Inc./Urban Consortium for Technology Initiatives Joint 
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t ransformation of e x i s t i n g  uses .  Their  o b j e c t i v e  i s  p r o f i t ,  and they  w i l l  not  
engage i n  development unless  they  f e e l  t h a t  a p r o j e c t ' s  p o t e n t i a l  f o r  p r o f i t  
outweighs t h e  r i s k  involved i n  l a rge  investments.  Thei r  prudent s t ance  i s  
f u r t h e r  re inforced  by t h e i r  dependence on f i n a n c i a l  i n s t i t u t i o n s ,  who provide a 
second r i s k  assessment.  
A major developer summed up h i s  approach i n  t h e  fol lowing manner: "The b e s t  
way t o  g e t  both t h e  developer and t h e  f i n a n c i a l  i n s t i t u t i o n  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  a 
p r o j e c t  i s  t o  c r e a t e  a s c a r c i t y  value by g iv ing  t h e  p r o j e c t  an appearance [ s i c ]  
of meeting a s e r i o u s l y  unmet need ( 1 7 ) . "  
The f a c t  i s  t h a t  t h e  b e n e f i t s  assoc ia ted  with development i n  RTS a reas  a r e  
more than  j u s t  apparent :  
- improved market p o t e n t i a l  a s  a r e s u l t  of increased a c c e s s i b i l i t y .  
- increases  i n  t h e  ne t  supply of developable land,  although t h i s  has 
not  been a predominant f a c t o r  i n  recent  RT i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  provis ion .  
- t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of bene f i t i ng  from pub l i c  power t o  assemble t r a c t s  
of land. 
- pub l i c ly  funded amenit ies  which inc rease  t h e  competi t ive advantage 
of t h e  p r o j e c t .  
- pub l i c  assumption of a p a r t  of t h e  r i s k ,  on a negot iab le  b a s i s .  
The e x p e r t i s e  of p r i v a t e  developers i n  a s ses s ing  market p o t e n t i a l  i s  very 
high.  In  t h e  case  of RTS a r e a s ,  s p e c i a l  concerns may ar ise  t o  a f f e c t  t h e i r  
dec i s ions :  
- t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of delays because of lengthy procedures i s  a major 
d e t e r r e n t .  The f i n a n c i a l  c o s t s  a s soc ia t ed  wi th  such de lays  can be 
tremendous, e s p e c i a l l y  when i n t e r e s t  r a t e s  a r e  h igh .  
( 1 7 )  Mr. Bowen H .  McCoy, i n  Proceedings of the Joint Development Marketplace , 
op. c i t . ,  p.55 
- joint development projects are usually large and may change 
substantially as a result of changes in other actors' decisions, 
especially since these are sensitive to conditions ranging from 
regional economic trends to local political considerations. The high 
front-end costs associated with planning and negotiation can therefore 
be lost, and may in any case take long to recover. Balancing 
contractual agreements to cover high risks and yet remaining adaptable 
to changes during the lengthy process is technically difficult. 
This overview of the actors intervening in RTS area decisionmaking completes 
the economic approach presented in the beginning of this Chapter. The 
observation of the case studies will now provide examples of how RTS area 
decisionmaking has occurred in different contexts. 
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CHAPTER I1 
CASE STUDIES : FIVE CITIES OF NORTH AMERICA 
Because of t h e  d i v e r s i t y  of p o l i c i e s  ca r r i ed  out i n  RTS a reas  and RT 
co r r ido r s ,  a case study approach was chosen. Each case,  moreover, could 
have been looked a t  as a co l l ec t ion  of s t a t i o n - s p e c i f i c  cases ,  had t h e  
objec t  of our inquiry been t o  descr ibe  t h e  transformations undergone by RTS 
areas  as  a r e s u l t  of t h e  presence of t h e  RTS. Most of t h e  t ime,  though, 
s t a t i o n - s p e c i f i c  information was disregarded except as  an example of 
system-wide approaches. The focus was r a the r  t o  cha rac t e r i ze  t h e  system- 
wide t rends  i n  land use pol icy  i n  RTS a reas .  The ana lys i s  of t hese  t rends  
as  they appeared i n  d i f f e r e n t  c i t i e s  w i l l  hopefully put them i n  t h e i r  
h i s t o r i c a l  contex t ,  and i n  t h e  context of d i f f e r e n t  economic, s o c i a l  and 
p o l i t i c a l  environments. This w i l l  se rve  as  a bas i s  fo r  Chapter 111, where 
the  lessons from these  case s tud ie s  w i l l  be analyzed i n  an attempt t o  assess  
t h e  meaning of t h e  "RTS a rea  issue" f o r  t r anspor t a t ion  and land use pol icy  
i n  c i t i e s  of North America. The choice of t h e  cases was d i c t a t e d  by t h e  
following guide l ines :  
- RT i n f r a s t r u c t u r e s  b u i l t  a f t e r  World War 11; 
- no more than f i v e  cases could be covered i n  t h e  a l l o t e d  time; 
- cases were se l ec t ed  i n  order  t o  spread t h e  study 
chronological.ly from RT l i n e s  opening i n  t h e  1950's  i n  Toronto t o  
t h e  1983 Baltimore RT l i n e .  Thanks t o  t h i s  d i spe r sa l  i n  time it 
w i l l  be poss ib le  t o  analyze t h e  evolut ion of t h e  p o l i c i e s  
implemented; 
- all-new systems, extensions of o ld  systems and conversions from 
s t r e e t c a r  a r e  included; 
- cases  were f i n a l l y  s e l e c t e d  i n  terms of t h e  a v a i l a b i l i t y  of 
l i t e r a t u r e .  
The f i v e  cases  a r e  Toronto, San Francisco,  Boston, Washington, D.C. and 
Baltimore. A s  much a s  poss ib l e ,  d i f f e r e n t  types of sources  were used. Reports 
from l o c a l  government and t r a n s i t  agencies were not  always a v a i l a b l e  and usua l ly  
were heavi ly  inf luenced by t h e  ob jec t ives  of t h e  i n s t i t u t i o n .  Therefore  research  
done by consu l t an t s  e i t h e r  f o r  i n s t i t u t i o n s  not  d i r e c t l y  involved i n  t h e  s tud ied  
case ,  such a s  l o c a l  governement of c i t i e s  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  t h e  RTS a r e a  i s s u e ,  o r  
f o r  UMTA were very va luable .  A t h i r d  type of source was academic research ,  which 
was used a s  a framework and t o  confirm o r  d i s c r e d i t  some of t h e  claims found i n  
o the r  sources .  
The following p resen ta t ions  of t h e  case  s t u d i e s  depend on t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  and 
probably reproduce some of t h e  shortcomings. Sources a l s o  va r i ed  from case  t o  
case ,  sometimes making comparable perspec t ives  d i f f i c u l t  t o  e x t r a c t .  
1. 
a .  
b .  
C .  
2 .  
a .  
b .  
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The case s tudy p resen ta t ions  a r e  s t r u c t u r e d  i n  t h e  fol lowing manner: 
Background Information 
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1. Background information 
a .  Metropolitan Setting 
Many c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of Toronto d i s t i n g u i s h e s  it from U.S. c i t i e s  of t h e  same 
s i z e :  
I n  1953, t h e  Province of Ontar io ,  responding t o  very high growth r a t e s ,  
c r ea t ed  a metropolitan-wide government (Municipal i ty  of Metropol i tan Toronto - 
MMT) t o  improve t h e  coord ina t ion  of p u b l i c  s e r v i c e  provis ion .  A t  t h a t  time, t h e  
Toronto Transpor ta t ion  Commission was replaced by a metropolitan-wide t r a n s i t  
a u t h o r i t y ,  t h e  Toronto T r a n s i t  Commission (TTC). 
The f e d e r a l  government has only a minimal r o l e  i n  t h e  urban sphere ,  whereas 
t h e  Province of Ontar io  par takes  i n  f inanc ing  and planning very a c t i v e l y .  
T r a n s i t  use  i n  Toronto is  very h igh .  For example, i n  1 9 7 9 ,  t r a n s i t  r i d e r s h i p  
per  c a p i t a  was 160 per  yea r ,  a s  compared t o  52 i n  Grea ter  Boston. This  i s  
c e r t a i n l y  t h e  r e s u l t  of continuous reinvestment  i n  p u b l i c  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n ,  a s  well 
a s  a favorable  urban form, two f a c t o r s  which have perhaps r e in fo rced  each o t h e r .  
Metropol i tan Toronto has  a high r e s i d e n t i a l  dens i ty ,  exceeded only by those  of 
New York and Montreal i n  North American Standard Metropol i tan S t a t i s t i c a l  Areas 
(SMSA). This  i s  i n  p a r t  due t o  p o l i c y  i n i t i a t i v e s  t o  reduce sprawl and t h e  
absence of t a x  b e n e f i t s  f o r  s i n g l e  family housing. 
The c e n t r a l  c i t y  has not  experienced t h e  kind of d e c l i n e  witnessed i n  many 
North American SMSAs i n  terms of popula t ion  and economic development. Overa l l ,  
t h e  average income of r e s i d e n t s  i s  lower i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y ,  but  t h e  s o c i a l  
c o n t r a s t s  between c e n t r a l  c i t y  and suburbs a r e  not  a s  marked a s  i n  U.S.  c i t i e s .  
Although growth has subsided since the late 1960s, it continued at a slower 
pace throughout the 1970s. 
b. Transportation Background 
Transportation planning in Toronto since the early 1950s has been 
characterized by: 
- a strong emphasis on transit, boosted by TTC'S healthy financial 
situation; 
- an early shift from computer-based transportation studies (MTARTS) 
to more innovative planning practices with the Metropolitan Toronto 
Transportation Plan Review (MTTPR) in the early 1970s ;  
- 
- reliance on transit infrastructures to structure urban development, 
as demonstrated by past policies . 
the increasing role of the provincial government(1); 
C. The R T  System 
The rapid transit network has been continuously expanding since 1949. A map 
and a table presenting the phases of construction can be found in Appendix B1. 
At present there are 49 stations. 
(1) At first, transportation planning responsibilities were shared 
between MMT and TTC, but TTC gained relative autonomy after the 1958 
decision by the Metropolitan Council, the major decisionmaking body of 
MMT, to approve the Bloor Street subway. The provincial government's 
financial role and decisionmaking power have increased since then, as 
evidenced by the initiatives of the Province: the cancellation of the 
Spadina expressway; the release of the 1970 "Toronto-Central Region" 
regional policy by the Province; the reduction of MMT's planning area; 
the formation of TATOA (Toronto Area Transit Operating Authority) in 
1974, a cooperative venture of MMT with four outlxing peripheral 
regional governments. This agency manages the "GO commuter-rail 
system and is financed by the Province. 
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2 .  Land use policies in RTS areas 
a .  Sources of Information 
The most important source f o r  t h e  Toronto case was Knight and Trygg(2), which 
synthesized previous s tud ie s  very we l l .  Other sources were Lib ick i  ( 3 ) ,  
Baltimore Ci ty  Department of Planning ( 4 ) ,  Toronto Trans i t  Commission (5) , 
Rivkin ( 6 ) ,  and Urban Land I n s t i t u t e  (7 ) .  A l l  of these  r e fe r r ed  t o  o lder  s tud ie s  
by Heenan, Wacher and Kearns(8). 
b .  The Policies 
I t  i s  general ly  recognized t h a t  Toronto's  zoning p o l i c i e s  have induced 
in tens ive  development i n  RTS a reas  by favoring t h e  concentrat ion of t h e  s t rong  
e x i s t i n g  demand i n  these  a reas .  
"With respect  t o  cont ro l  of land development around t r a n s i t  s t a t i o n s ,  
t h e  C i t y ' s  pos i t i on  i n  t h e  f i r s t  few years following t h e  opening of t h e  
Yonge S t r e e t  l i n e  was merely t o  r eac t  t o  t h e  proposals of t h e  
developers,  which were genera l ly  fo r  i n t e n s i f i c a t i o n  of allowable 
d e n s i t i e s .  However, as  e a r l y  as  1952 t h e  c i t y  formally designated much 
of t h e  downtown area  f o r  i n t ens ive  h igh - r i s e ,  mult iple-use development, 
t yp ica l ly  with a maximum f l o o r  a rea  r a t i o  of 1 2 : l .  This allowed 
bui ldings of f i f t y  s toreys  or  more on open s i t e s ,  cont ras t ing  sharply 
with t h e  then-exis t ing  low-rise  skyl ine .  Most of t h e  area involved was 
within a few minutes' walk of a t r a n s i t  s t a t i o n .  Since no o ther  a reas  
of t h e  c i t y  (or  of Metro, f o r  t h a t  mat ter)  were zoned t o  allow such 
(2)  op. c i t .  
( 3 )  Libick i ,  Martin C .  Land Use Impacts of Major Transit  Improvements: An 
Assessment of Current  Information , for  Off ice  of t h e  Secretary,  USDOT, 
Washington, D . C . ,  Piarch 1975 ( 4 )  Baltimore City Department of Planning The 
Impact of Rapid Transit  on the Metro Center , Baltimore, 1 9 7 1  (5) op. c i t .  (6)  
op. c i t .  (7) Urban Land I n s t i t u t e  Joint Development: Making the Real Estate- 
Transit  Connection , Washington, D . C . ,  1979  
(8) o p . c i t .  
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intensive development, this was a powerful incentive to downtown 
redevelopment. 
The city's planners and policymakers were also quick to realize the 
potential for intensive development around the subway stations away 
from downtown. Developers were encouraged to attempt such development, 
first with case-by-case spot variances in allowable floor area ratio 
and later by a comprehensive policy which allowed high-intensity 
development, within walking distance of most stations. This policy, 
enacted in 1.959, generally defines this radius as 750 feet but 
typically excludes areas of stable low-density residential use where so 
desired by neighborhood property owners. Lesser bonuses are available 
farther from stations but along some of their feeder bus routes. 
( . . . )  Most of the remainder of the city (apart from downtown) is 
almost entirely built up in structures not over five storeys or so in 
height. As a result, the transit station areas are virtually unique in 
their ability to accomodate high levels of construction investment with 
relatively simple land assembly. The Toronto skyline, with its 
characteristic high-rise nodes at transit stations towering over an 
expanse of otherwise almost uniformly low buildings, is eloquent 
testimony to this policy's successful implementation(9)." 
Apart from downtown development, successful applications of density bonuses 
include the High Park station, where a large complex of 14 to 16-story appartment 
buildings was built. Lovely (10) notes that central areas were downzoned in the 
late 1970s in order to establish suburban activity nodes. An evaluation of this 
policy was not available. Apparently, though, problems of land assembly often 
(9) Knight and Trygg, op. cit., pp.44-45 
(10) Lovely, Mary E. Public Transit and Downtown Development , Urban Land, 
November 1979, p.16 
proved major barriers to successful implementation. The large Sheppard Centre 
mixed-use project is an example of this (11). 
In addition to these zoning policies, both MMT and TTC intervened directly in 
the land and development market. In principle, land could be taken for the 
subway "only if needed for the construction or operation of the system. Value 
capture or control of land use have not been allowable rationales for further 
acquisition (12)." However, the process of RT right-of-way (ROW) acquisition 
left developable and assembled land in the hands of both public agencies after 
construction. 
Along the first segment built, TTC owns the land. What tracts it has not 
leased to private developers are frozen by agreement with MMT, or used by TTC 
itself. In 1977, the income from this leasing was reported to be an annual 
$500,000, compared to an original cost of $3.9 million in 1949 (13). In one case, 
neighborhood objection to high intensity development forced local government to 
forbid a very large mixed-use development although a private developer is leasing 
TTC's air rights over a maintenance yard (14). 
For the other lines ROWS were acquired after the creation of MMT. After 
approval by the Province, MMT made the acquisitions in its name through the 
"subway property committee", a body of representatives from MMT and TTC 
responsible for acquiring land, recommending disposition, receiving bids, 
reviewing plans and expediting development (15). According to Rivkin (16) "land 
surplus to the actual design requirements of the subway is included in the 
takings with the understanding that it may eventually be used for nonsubway 
(11) Urban Land Institute, op. cit. 
(12) Knight and Trygg, op. cit., p.45 
(13) ibid., p.48 (14) ibid., p.48 
(15) This committee is comparable to a public TCDC except that it only handles 
publicly-owned land. 
(16) op. cit. 
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development", but this action must be justified by demonstrating that the 
acquired property's access or use will otherwise be endangered by the facility. 
This does not give local governements special powers in station areas (beyond 
zoning) unless local plot configurations and design or engineering considerations 
can justify the acquisition ( 1 7 ) .  However, since average station spacing is just 
over 1 / 2  mile, most points along the ROW can be considered "in station areas" 
(18). According to Knight and Trygg (19): 
A total of some 140 blocks (over 5 milion square feet) has been 
bought, virtually all available for lease to private developers. 
Metro's policy is first to make such land available for other uses 
under its control, such as day care centers or senior citizens' 
housing. The second priority is to offer the land to the local 
municipality, but always at market value. Finally, land not so 
consumed is made available to private bidders for development. This 
approach has led to leasing of about 22 blocks to date, producing just 
under $1 million in annual rent. Of the $70 million spent overall by 
Metro for land, exclusive of the TTC-owned portion already described, 
Metro estimates that the capitalized income stream from rents is now 
$17.5 million." 
C. Concluding Remarks 
In addition to a strong downtown development, well served by RT, "intensive 
high-rise apartment and mixed-use development have occurred at many (but not all) 
outlying stations (ZO)." It can be said that transit has shaped development, but 
(17 )  In subsequent case studies, we will call this method of ac uiring surplus 
land using design or engineering rationales ''excess condemnation , in keeping 
with the literature. 
(18 )  Definitions of "station area" vary but the usual radius of 1 / 4  mile seems 
reasonable, considering evidence indicating that this is an acceptable distance 
to walk to the station for transportation. 
(19) op. cit., p.46 
( 2 0 )  Knight, Robert L.  The Impact of Rapid Transit on Land Use-Evidence of a 
4 
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only in an incremental way. The amount of development that has occurred in RTS 
areas since the 1950s is only a small fraction of all new regional development, 
but RT has served as one of the catalysts in downtown development(21). 
But has transit caused development? In all likelihood, development would have 
occurred without RT, but at different locations and not with the same density. 
The outcome would have been significantly different at the micro-level. There 
may have been cases where developers were interested in high-intensity, mixed-use 
development per se, but this too must be seen as a consequence of a high demand 
for office, retail, and residential development in a fast-growing Toronto. 
The question of value capture, then, must be addressed with caution in terms 
of the economic entities benefiting from RT's effects on land and development. 
- TTC and especially MPfT have secured a direct revenue form land 
leasing. It has been estimated that the cost of acquiring ROWs would 
be reimbursed by 1990. 
- Ridership has probably increased as a result of concentrated 
development along ROWs and in RTS areas, which means a financial boost 
to TTC . 
- It is not clear to which extent property taxes have increased as a 
result of RT, on a metropolitan scale. They also would have increased 
if there had been development on cheaper land but at a lower density. 
However, whereas these property taxes have accrued to MMT by favoring 
development in its jurisdiction (22), surrounding goverments might have 
benefited more from metropolitan growth had there been no RT system. 
It must be stressed, though, that contrary to most U.S. experience, the 
initial funding for RT was provided locally. 
Change in Perspective , 1980, in Land Use Issues of the 1980s , Center for 
Urban Policy Research, Rutgers University, 1983, p.40 
(21) ibid., p.41 
(22) The entire RT network is in MMT's jurisdiction. 
4u 
The overall effect of MMT's land use policies in RTS areas may then amount to: 
- a reinforcement of Metro Toronto vs. surrounding jurisdictions in 
terms of development; 
- a reinforcement of RT and of public transportation in general vs the 
automobile in terms of present tripmaking, potential for development 
and overall accessibility. 
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I1 SAN FRANCISCO 
1. Background information 
a .  Metropolitan Setting 
Since World War 11, San Francisco 's  i n i t i a l  pos i t i on  as  t h e  major business and 
f inanc ia l  c a p i t a l  of t h e  West Coast has been challenged by t h e  growth of Los 
Angeles and Southern Ca l i fo rn ia .  Furthermore, a f t e r  a s t rong  growth of t h e  
Central  Business District (CBD) i n  t h e  1960s, suburban employment rose  f a s t e r  
than suburban population i n  t h e  1970s .  Most of t h e  growth occurr ing i n  t h e  
metropolitan a rea  was i n  t h e  t e r t i a r y  s e c t o r .  
San Francisco 's  topography has important consequences f o r  t r anspor t a t ion ,  
because na tu ra l  b a r r i e r s  cons t ra in  t r a v e l  t o  a few cor r idors .  Thus high capaci ty  
in f r a s t ruc tu res  a r e  required.  
By U.S. s tandards ,  dens i ty  and t r a n s i t  r i de r sh ip  a r e  high. T rans i t  r i de r sh ip  
per c a p i t a  i s  second only t o  New York i n  the  U.S. The Bay Area's p o l i t i c a l  and 
i n s t i t u t i o n a l  s t r u c t u r e  i s  fragmented. There a r e  nine count ies  and 100 c i t i e s  i n  
t h e  San Francisco SMSA. The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) was 
c rea ted  i n  1961,  a f t e r  much of t h e  prel iminary planning f o r  BART. I n  f a c t ,  t h e  
only s t rong  regional  bodies e x i s t i n g  during BART planning were t r anspor t a t ion -  
or ien ted .  
b.  Transportation Background 
San Francisco led t h e  United S t a t e s  i n t o  t h e  "freeway r evo l t "  with t h e  
decis ion t o  h a l t  t h e  cons t ruc t ion  of s eve ra l  freeways by t h e  Board of Supervisors 
i n  1959.  Nevertheless,  by t h e  time BART was completed, t h e  e x i s t i n g  network of 
s t r e e t s  , highways and freeways provided f o r  "a high-level  and v i r t u a l l y  
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ubiqui tous a c c e s s i b i l i t y  (1)".  A s  mentioned above, geographical  c o n s t r a i n t s  
channeled t r i p s  i n t o  r e s t r i c t e d  co r r ido r s  where l a r g e  i n f r a s t r u c t u r e s  were 
provided. San Francisco i t s e l f  i s  t r a n s i t - o r i e n t e d ,  with an ex tens ive  network of 
municipally run cab leca r s ,  t r o l l e y  buses and buses.  BART, then ,  was seen a s  a 
means of reducing automobile congestion along t h e  h ighly  t r a v e l e d  reg iona l  
c o r r i d o r s .  
BART was c e r t a i n l y  THE t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  i s sue  i n  t h e  Bay Area a f t e r  WWII. Only 
i n  1963, a f t e r  BART had been approved by e l e c t o r s ( 2 ) ,  was t h e  Bay Area 
Transpor ta t ion  Study Commission (BATSC) e s t ab l i shed  t o  prepare  a reg iona l  
t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  master p l an .  BATSC was disbanded i n  1969, g iv ing  b i r t h  t o  t h e  
Regional Transpor ta t ion  Planning Committee which i n  t u r n  was replaced i n  1970 by 
t h e  present  i n s t i t u t i o n ,  t h e  Metropolitan Transpor ta t ion  Council (MTC). MTC i s  
t h e  A-95 review agency f o r  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  f o r  t h e  n ine  coun t i e s ,  and i s  now t h e  
planning body respons ib le  f o r  highway and t r a n s i t .  
The dec is ion  t o  bu i ld  BART r e s u l t e d  from a long process ,  apparent ly  i n i t i a t e d  
by t h e  Bay Area Council (BAC), a group of business  l eade r s .  "From 1949 on, BAC 
and t h e  i n t e r e s t s  it represented were t h e  nucleus of support  f o r  BART. These 
i n t e r e s t s  seem t o  have played t h e  lead r o l e  i n  i n i t i a t i n g  l e g i s l a t i o n ,  ob ta in ing  
reg iona l  p o l i t i c a l  backing, and r a i s i n g  funds t o  support  t h e  1962 BART bond i s s u e  
campaign (3) . I '  The "conspiracy theory" which a t t r i b u t e s  ves ted  i n t e r e s t s  t o  BAC 
a c t i v i t i e s  does not  seem e n t i r e l y  j u s t i f i e d ,  i n  t h a t  t h e  i n t e r e s t s  were not  a l l  
t h a t  ves ted .  In  f a c t ,  it was l o g i c a l  f o r  t h e  business  community t o  favor  a RT 
system, f o r  it envisioned in t ens ive  downtown o f f i c e  development and feared  t h a t  
(1) Webber, op. c i t . ,  p.101 
(2) BART cons t ruc t ion  funding was submitted a s  a bond i s s u e  i n  t h e  t h r e e  
count ies  concerned i n  1962, and approved by s l i g h t l y  more than  61% of t h e  v o t e r s .  
(3)  Skidmore, Owings, and Merril l /System Design Concepts,Inc.  An Assessment of 
Community Planning for Mass Transit , f o r  United S t a t e s  Congress, Off ice  of 
Technology Assessment, Washington, D . C . ,  March 1976, vo1.8: San Francisco Case 
Study, p .14 
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congest ion would endanger i t s  s u c c e s s .  That BAC opera ted  o u t s i d e  of p u b l i c  
s c r u t i n y  and a c c o u n t a b i l i t y  i n  t h e  pre l iminary  phases of planning says  more about 
t h e  lack  of a r e g i o n a l  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  p o l i c y  t h a n  it teaches  us  anything new 
about t h e  o b j e c t i v e s  of p r i v a t e  s e c t o r  i n i t i a t i v e s .  The o b j e c t i v e  of BAC may 
indeed have been t o  "Manhattanize" San Franc isco ,  and t h e  percept ion  was t h a t  a 
RT system would provide impetus t o  t h a t  p rocess .  I n  any c a s e ,  t h e  e a r l y  days of 
BART planning may e x p l a i n  t h e  s t r o n g  land u s e  component advanced i n  o b j e c t i v e s  
and planning.  
The BART Commission (BARTC), c r e a t e d  i n  1951, recommended a two-year 
comprehensive planning e f f o r t  which r e s u l t e d  i n  a p l a n  f o r  a f i v e  county 123 m i l e  
system a t  t h e  c o s t  of $716 m i l l i o n .  I n  1957, BART District  (BARTD) was c r e a t e d  
t o  p l a n ,  b u i l d  and o p e r a t e  a RT system. By 1962, San Mateo County and Marin 
County had withdrawn from BARTD. A th ree-county  system was placed on b a l l o t  as a 
bond i s s u e  i n  November and rece ived  t h e  necessary  f i n a n c i a l  support  from v o t e r s .  
Cons t ruc t ion  began i n  1964 and was plagued by i n f l a t i o n  and d e l a y s .  I n  s p i t e  of 
u n a n t i c i p a t e d  f e d e r a l  funding,  BART requi red  s t i l l  more l o c a l  f i n a n c i n g  b e f o r e  
i t s  completion i n  1975. The planned ex tens ions  t o  t h e  three-county  system w i l l  
probably not  be b u i l t  g iven BART'S f a i l u r e  t o  meet some of i t s  important  
ob j e c t  i v e s  . 
- 
- 
- t o  f o s t e r  c e n t r a l  d i s t r i c t  growth, 
- 
- t o  r a i s e  land v a l u e s ,  
- t o  accomodate suburbaniza t ion  of r e s i d e n c e  and c e n t r a l i z a t i o n  of 
These were : 
" t o  reduce peak-hour highway t r a f f i c  conges t ion ,  
t o  reduce time expended on commuter t r a v e l ,  
t o  genera te  development of subcenters  throughout i t s  reg ion ,  
employment, and 
- t o  reduce land a r e a  devoted t o  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  f a c i l i t i e s  ( 4 ) . "  
44 
Land use  ob jec t ives  were an important p a r t  of t h e  r a t i o n a l e  f o r  bu i ld ing  BART. 
I t  was a n t i c i p a t e d  t h a t  such a system would favor  c e n t r a l  growth and subcenter ing  
along t h e  s e l e c t e d  c o r r i d o r s .  
C .  The R T  System 
A map can be found i n  Appendix B2. There a r e  n ine  s t a t i o n s  i n  San Franc isco  
i t s e l f .  The suburban l i n e s  more o r  less fol low e x i s t i n g  freeway c o r r i d o r s  and 
account f o r  another  25 s t a t i o n s .  BART i s  considered t o  have improved 
a c c e s s i b i l i t y  only incremental ly .  The system runs a t  high speeds,  t h e  average 
d i s t a n c e  between s t a t i o n s  being approximately 2 . 5  miles. S t a t i o n  l o c a t i o n  
dec i s ions  were made t o  favor  automobile access  r a t h e r  than  pedes t r i an  access  and 
t o  minimize a c q u i s i t i o n  c o s t s  i n  suburban a r e a s ,  t h e r e f o r e  not  t a k i n g  advantage 
of e s t a b l i s h e d  subcenters .  (5) 
2 .  Land use policies in RTS areas 
a .  Sources of information 
Again, Knight and Trygg (6)  synthes ized  s t u c i e s  made e a r l i e r  than  1977  very 
we l l .  This  inc ludes  t h e  e a r l y  r e p o r t s  of t h e  "BART Impact Study" done a t  
Berkeley. Subsequently,  t h e  f e d e r a l l y  funded BART Impact program came under t h e  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  of PITC. For our  
purposes ,  t h e  most; important r e p o r t  was prepared by Ronald Jonash ( 7 ) .  Other 
sources  include L ib ick i  ( 8 ) ,  Adminis t ra t ion and Management Research Assn. ( 9 ) ,  
and Dingemans (10) .  
The bulk of t h e  r e s u l t s  was publ ished i n  1979. 
( 4 )  Webber, op. c i - t . ,  p.100 
(5) Webber, op. c i t .  
( 6 )  op. c i t .  The Impact of 
BART on Land Use and Development Policy , f o r  MTC, USDOT, HUD, Washington, 
D . C . ,  1977  
(8) op. c i t .  (9) op. c i t .  (10) Dingemans, Dennis J .  Rapid Transit  and 
Suburban Residential Land Use , T r a f f i c  Quar te r ly ,  Apr i l  1978 
( 7 )  Jonash, Ronald (Booz, Allen and Hamilton, I n c . )  
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b.  The  Policies 
BART'S impact OR land use was f a r  l e s s  g rea t  than had been pro jec ted .  High 
expectat ions had been generated from t h e  h i s t o r i c  examples of impact, and t h e  
recent  Toronto experience (11).  Let us examine t h e  p o l i c i e s  c a r r i e d  out i n  
d i f f e r e n t  a reas .  
In  downtown San Francisco, 10% f l o o r  a rea  r a t i o  (FAR) bonuses were granted t o  
o f f i c e  space developers loca t ing  "near a t r a n s i t  s t a t ion" ,  and bonuses up t o  25% 
t o  those providing p r i v a t e l y  funded improvements t o  access BART, o r  o ther  
improvements such as  widened sidewalks e t c  . . . (  12) These measures, adopted i n  
1968, had been preceded by a 1963 downzoning of t h e  downtown a rea .  This i s  
bel ieved t o  have increased t h e i r  e f fec t iveness  i n  concentrat ing development near 
t r a n s i t  s t a t i o n s  (13) .  The goal of r e v i t a l i z i n g  Market S t r e e t  was f u r t h e r  l inked 
t o  BART by t h e  expansion of two p reex i s t ing  redevelopment p ro jec t s  -Golden 
Gateway and Yerba Buena- t o  include BART-related development. This enabled t h e  
c i t y  t o  qua l i fy  BART expenditure as  l oca l  redevelopment funding and thus obta in  
more f ede ra l  matching funds. Furthermore, t a x  increment f inancing was used i n  
t h e  Golden Gateway area  t o  f inance t h e  Embarcadero s t a t i o n ,  not i n i t i a l l y  
included i n  the  1962 BART plan.  There a r e  severa l  opinions as  t o  BART'S r o l e  i n  
promoting downtown development. Most s tud ie s  agree t h a t  BART and BART-induced 
land use p o l i c i e s  were one of severa l  f a c t o r s  which a t t r a c t e d  San Franc isco ' s  
o f f i c e  boom and concentrated it i n  RTS a reas .  But it is  not known whether t h e  
(11) I t  i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  note  t h a t  s t a t i o n  loca t ion  modifications made a f t e r  
1962 o f t e n  involved land use pol icy quest ions.  This shows t h a t  l oca l  governments 
were aware of the. c ruc ia l  importance of t hese  decis ions a t  t h e  micro- level .  
Jonash (op. c i t . )  q u a l i f i e s  t h e i r  in te rvent ions  as  coming too  l a t e  t o  achieve 
more than p a r t i a l  success i n  terms of land use,  except i n  some suburban 
r e s i d e n t i a l  areas  where communities voiced t h e i r  opposi t ion t o  BART q u i t e  
e f f e c t i v e l y .  
(12)Location within t h e  predefined "Market S t r e e t  D i s t r i c t "  was a p r e r e q u i s i t e  
f o r  ob ta in ing  FAR bonuses. 
(13) Skidmore, Owings and Mer r i l l ,  Transit  Station Joint Development , f o r  
National League of Ci t ies /U.S.  Conference of Mayors, USDOT/HUD, 1973, p.149 
overa l l  e f f e c t  of BART was t o  acce le ra t e  t h i s  development o r  whether BART 
a t t r a c t e d  development from other  loca t ions  i n  t h e  metropolitan a rea  ( 1 4 ) .  
In  downtown Oakland, BART s t a t i o n s  were again included i n  redevelopment 
p ro jec t s  (City Center and P e r a l t a ) .  However, few regula t ions  were changed s ince  
s i g n i f i c a n t  incent ives  had already been provided t o  a t t r a c t  o f f i c e  and r e t a i l  
development before  BART. The a b l i t y  of t h e  Oakland Redevelopment Agency t o  ca r ry  
out land assembly i n  these  a reas  seems t o  have been a t  l e a s t  as  important as t h e  
increased a c c e s s i b i l i t y  afforded by BART. 
In  urban r e s i d e n t i a l  RTS a reas ,  attempts by loca l  governments t o  increase  
development were l e s s  successfu l .  Downzoning and t h e  defea t  of redevelopment 
p ro jec t s  r e su l t ed ,  according t o  Jonash (15) ,  from community opposi t ion t o  
increased development i n  the  Missiom S t r e e t  and Rockridge a reas .  Downzoning a l s o  
occurred i n  downtown Berkeley following t h e  construct ion of one 14-storey o f f i c e  
bui ld ing  a t  t h e  main entrance of t h e  BART s t a t i o n .  In  Richmond, growth has been 
pr imar i ly  a t t r a c t e d  t o  freeway-related development approved by t h e  c i t y ,  i n  s p i t e  
of a BART-related downtown redevelopment p ro jec t  s imi l a r  t o  those presented above 
which has a t t r a c t e d  a 2 ,000  employee o f f i c e  complex. 
Several  f ac to r s  have contr ibuted t o  a lack of s i g n i f i c a n t  coordinat ion between 
land use pol icy and BART i n  suburban areas .  In  many cases ,  s t a t i o n s  were located 
i n  t h e  median of freeways, t h e  surrounding areas  thus su f fe r ing  from t h e  same 
disadvantages assoc ia ted  w i t h  freeways (noise ,  po l lu t ion ,  e s t h e t i c  d i s rup t ion ,  
displacement f o r  ROW a c q u i s i t i o n . . . ) .  Instead of encouraging higher dens i ty  and 
pedes t r ian  access i n  these  a reas ,  BART planners promoted la rge  Park-and-Ride l o t s  
( 1 6 ) .  Dingemans(1-7) a l s o  makes t h e  poin t  t h a t  l oca l  agencies were inac t ive ,  
(14) Knight and Trygg, op. c i t . ,  p.77 
(15) op. c i t .  
(16 )  Webber (op. c i t . )  po in ts  out  t h a t  t h e  a v a i l a b i l i t y  of la rge  l o t s  f o r  Park- 
and-Ride f a c i 1 i t i e . s  was a more important considerat ion i n  ea r ly  s t a t i o n  loca t ion  
decis ions than fu tu re  development considerat ions.  This may account f o r  t h e  f a c t  
expecting growth to arrive as an inevitable consequence of BART. In the cases 
where plans for higher intensity development did exist, community opposition put 
an end to the projects. It is not clear whether there was or is a demand for 
such development anyway. In the Fremont area, where modifications to the General 
Plan and zoning map were made to accomodate BART-related growth, the development 
that did occur is n.ot seen as a consequence of BART (18). 
C. Concluding Remarks 
"There are no categorical answers to the conundrum of BART'S role in San 
Francisco's reconstruction. I incline to the guess that it would have happened 
anyway, but that BART made it happen bigger and quicker ( 1 9 ) . "  
The results of BART concerning the overall development impact on the 
metropolitan area are similar to those concerning Toronto. However, land use 
policies in San Francisco were not as succesful in concentrating development, 
especially in suburban areas. In some respects, this was unavoidable given the 
transportation patterns of the two cities, their differences in overall growth, 
RT design considerations such as station spacing etc . . .  The processes by which 
BART was planned and constructed, though, did not provide a network-wide 
reflection on station areas as it had in Toronto. As a result, contradictions 
between the goals of different communities were bound to conflict. Furthermore, 
according to Jonash(20), local governments got involved in the land use 
implications too late, when most of the crucial decisions concerning station 
location and system design had been made. When they had finally responded to the 
consequences of RTS location in their jurisdiction, the communities themselves, 
that many suburban stations are not located within walking distance of 
preexisting subcenters which have continued to attract development. 
(17) op. cit., p.303 
(18) Jonash, op. cit. 
(19) Webber, op. cit., p.108 
(20) op. cit. 
who had not ye t  entered t h e  process ,  had c o n f l i c t i n g  views. F ina l ly ,  now t h a t  
t h e  system is  opened, it seems t h a t  a t r u e  coordinat ion between land use  pol icy  
and BART was reached only i n  t h e  downtown areas  of San Francisco and Oakland. 
Even i n  those a reas ,  though, it seems t h a t  more could have been done. For 
ins tance ,  according t o  AMRA ( Z l ) ,  t h e  10% bonus granted f o r  development "near a 
t r a n s i t  s t a t i o n "  in t h e  San Francisco Market S t r e e t  D i s t r i c t  may have been 
superf luous,  s ince  market condi t ions were so  s t rong  i n  t h a t  a rea .  Also, publ ic  
o f f i c i a l s  were l a t e  i n  r e a l i z i n g  t h e  importance of e a r l y  negot ia t ion  with 
developers on a case by case b a s i s .  A "Market S t r e e t  Task Force" was c rea ted  by 
t h e  c i t y  of San Francisco i n  1964,  too  l a t e  t o  address t h e  s i g n i f i c a n t  i s sues  of 
BART-related development. F ina l ly ,  t h e  process may have been more successful  i n  
reaching t h e  goals  of BAC than it was i n  achieving a compromise between a l l  t h e  
impacted groups of population. 
In  conclusion, although it was hoped t h a t  BART would shape t h e  reg ion ' s  
growth, i t  seems t h a t  condi t ions were not favorable f o r  a s t rong  impact, and t h a t  
many of t h e  shortcomings of t he  planning process f u r t h e r  prevented it from 
r e a l i z i n g  i t s  f u l l  p o t e n t i a l .  
(21)  Administration and Management Assn., op. c i t . ,  p.151 
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111. BOSTON 
1. Background information 
a .  Metropolitan Setting 
The Boston SElSA i s  fragmented. The c i t y  of Boston i t s e l f  i s  small  and 
surrounded by a dense urbanized r i n g  made up by t h e  c i t i e s  of Brookl ine,  
Cambridge, Somervi l le ,  Medford, E v e r e t t ,  Chelsea,  Revere and Winthrop, some of 
which a r e  as  l a r g e  and populated a s  Boston. These c i t i e s  o f t e n  have long- 
e s t ab l i shed  and s e p a r a t e  i d e n t i t i e s ,  and t h e  s t r e n g t h  of t h e s e  s o c i a l  and 
p o l i t i c a l  e n t i t i e s  tends  t o  work aga ins t  t h e  development of r e g i o n a l l y  based 
cons t i t uenc ie s  and viewpoints .  
The S t a t e  of Massachusetts c r ea t ed  t h e  Metropol i tan Area Planning Council 
(PIAPC) i n  1963 t o  se rve  a s  t h e  A-95 agency f o r  t h e  reg ion .  
T r a n s i t  modal s p l i t  f o r  t r a v e l  t o  work i s  second only t o  New York i n  t h e  U.S.  
Although r i d e r s h i p  has been decreas ing  i n  r e l a t i v e  terms s i n c e  1954, t h e  number 
of r i d e s  by t rans i t :  i n  abso lu t e  terms has increased s t e a d i l y .  
Boston has experienced a downtown o f f i c e  bu i ld ing  boom s i n c e  1960. The 
expansion of t e r t i a r y  s e c t o r  employment has a l s o  f o s t e r e d  renewed i n t e r e s t  i n  
downtown high-income r e s i d e n t i a l  development, bu t  t h i s  has not  prevented a 
d e c e n t r a l i z a t i o n  of  populat ion t o  t h e  suburbs.  Although t h e  suburbaniza t ion  of 
employment has not  been a s  pronounced a s  i n  o t h e r  U.S.  c i t i e s ,  it has been 
advanced t h a t  t h e  n a t u r e  of t h e  jobs  s h i f t i n g  t o  t h e  suburbs may account f o r  some 
of t h e  l o s s  of t r a n s i t  r i d e r s h i p  ( these  jobs  a r e  no longer a c c e s s i b l e  by t r a n s i t  
and seem t o  have a t t r a c t e d  a work fo rce  of former t r a n s i t  u s e r s ) .  
b. Transportation Background 
The State of Massachusetts engaged in a massive program of urban expressway 
construction through the Department of Public Works (DPW). In 1968,  the results 
of the Eastern Massachusetts Regional Planning Project (EMRPP) (1) revised and 
expanded the plans; for highway construction. Transit improvements were also 
recommended by the EMRPP, but only highway construction was securely funded. The 
EMPIRIC model developed as part of EMRPP probably came closer than any other to 
relating future land uses on a regional scale to changes in transportation 
infrastructures and being used for planning. In fact, neither of the conditions 
were met as a result of a complete change in perspective in transportation 
planning with the creation of the Boston Transportation Planning Review (BTPR). 
During the 1960s ,  opposition to highway construction accumulated political 
strength as sensitivity to environmental issues and displacement grew. In 1968,  
an antihighway umbrella group, the Greater Boston Committee on the Transportation 
Crisis (GBC), was organized. By 1970,  the Governor of Massachusetts announced a 
general moratorium on highway construction, planning and property acquisition. 
From 1971 to 1973,  the 18 month BTPR study was conducted. It was probably the 
first "open transportation study" (2). Compared to conventional transportation 
studies, such a study not only examines a broader range of technical 
alternatives, but also integrates more participants representing different 
interests. 
( 1 )  The EMRPP was started in 1962 as a joint undertaking of the Massachusetts Bay 
Transportation Authority (MBTA), the DPW, the Metropolitan Area Planning Council 
(MAPC) and the Department of Commerce and Development. (Actually, MBTA succeeded 
to the Metropolitan Transit Authority in 1964) .  
( 2 )  Gakenheimer, Ralph Transportation Planning as Response to Controversy: the 
Boston Case , the MIT Press, Cambridge, Mass., 1976 
31 
The r e s u l t  of t h e  BTPR was t h a t  t r a n s i t  improvements were given higher 
p r i o r i t y  than highway construct ion.  Due i n  p a r t  t o  t h e  weakness of t h e  BTPR's 
evaluat ion of t r a n s i t  a l t e r n a t i v e s ,  though, a r e f l e c t i o n  of t h e  BTPR's o r i g i n  as  
a response t o  antihighway ra the r  than p r o - t r a n s i t  sentiment ( 3 ) ,  t h e  
implementation of t r a n s i t  improvements has not been as  spec tacular  as  one could 
have imagined. In  f a c t ,  t h e  increased c i t i z e n  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  t h e  
t r anspor t a t ion  planning process i n i t i a t e d  by BTPR has proved an obs tac le  t o  
t r a n s i t  extensions when s p e c i f i c ,  l oca l ,  p ro j ec t - r e l a t ed  decis ions a r e  made. 
C .  T h e  R T  System 
A map can be found i n  Appendix B3. The RT system i n  Boston has developed i n  a 
piecemeal fashion over time and now includes four l i n e s  (Orange, Red, Green and 
Blue) which a re  i n  essence separa te  systems i n  terms of r o l l i n g  s tock .  
Extensions and modifications of t h e  Orange, Blue and Red l i n e s  have been ca r r i ed  
out  following t h e  1974 MBTA Trans i t  Development Plan.  
2.  Land use policies in R T S  areas 
a .  Sources of information 
Knight and Trygg (4) provided usefu l  information concerning p o l i c i e s  and 
r e s u l t s  u n t i l  1 9 7 7 .  Other sources include:  AMRA (5 ) ,  Gakenheimer ( 6 ) ,  Urban 
Systems Research and Engineering (7 ) ,  Publ ic  Technology (8 ) ,  Keefer (9 ) ,  and 
Urban Land I n s t i t u t e  (10) .  Although t h e  ava i l ab le  l i t e r a t u r e  was enough t o  
descr ibe  t h e  p o l i c i e s ,  a recent  assessment of t h e  r e s u l t s  was not  found. 
(3) i b i d .  
( 4 ) ,  ( 5 ) ,  (6 ) ,  (7)i ,  (8)1984, (9 ) ,  (10) a l l  op. c i t .  
b .  The Policies 
Through t h e  Malden Redevelopment Authori ty ,  a major urban renewal p r o j e c t  f o r  
t h e  Malden CBD was coordinated wi th  t h e  extension of t h e  Red l i n e .  Apparently,  
t h e  success of t h i s  p r o j e c t  was enhanced by t h e  presence of t h e  RTS. A zoning 
ordinance was under s tudy t o  c r e a t e  an apartment d i s t r i c t  nearby. Ridership on 
t h e  extension and demand f o r  development near  Malden Center remain low. On t h e  
o the r  hand, t h e  c i t y  of Malden maintained low-density zoning i n  t h e  Oak Grove 
a r e a ,  apparent ly  responding t o  community d e s i r e s .  
In  Fledford, two b i l l s  were passed allowing t h e  c i t y  t o  l ea se  and/or develop 
t h e  a i r space  over t h e  proposed PIBTA s t a t i o n  and s to rage  yard and t h e  MDC parkway 
near  t h e  s t a t i o n  s i t e  i n  order  t o  b e t t e r  r e a l i z e  t h e  development p o t e n t i a l  of t h e  
s i t e .  The c i t y  has supported j o i n t  development concepts aggress ive ly .  No 
r e s u l t s  were ava i l ab le .  
The c i t y  of Quincy a l s o  wished t o  t a k e  f u l l  advantage of t r a n s i t ,  and passed a 
zoning ordinance i n .  1 9 7 1  modifying boundaries i n  order  t o  ensure t h a t  most of t h e  
land around s ta t i0n .s  would be developable f o r  bus iness .  The development i n  North 
Quincy has been very s t rong  s i n c e  1969. The s i t e  seems t o  have been a t t r a c t i v e  
because of t h e  presence of t r a n s i t  ( l l ) ,  good automobile a c c e s s i b i l i t y  and t h e  
ex is tence  of l a rge  l o t s  nearby (12) .  
In  t h e  Wollaston a rea ,  t h e  po l i cy  was b a s i c a l l y  t o  preserve  t h e  e x i s t i n g  
neighborhood cha rac t e r .  The Quincy Center s t a t i o n  was located on t h e  f r i n g e  of 
t h e  CBD,  with a Park-and-Ride l o t .  This conf igura t ion ,  l i k e  some of t h e  suburban 
BART s t a t i o n s ,  has not  had a no t i ceab le  e f f e c t  on development, except perhaps t o  
(11) One f i rm loca ted  i n  t h e  a r e a ,  fol lowing a survey showing t h a t  i t s  2,700 
employees were heavi ly  t r a n s i t  dependent. 
(12) a f a c t o r  whose importance t h e  Mayor of Quincy seems t o  have understood s i n c e  
he intervened t o  change t h e  i n i t i a l  s t a t i o n  loca t ion  t o  one where more 
development p o t e n t i a l  e x i s t e d .  
re inforce  e x i s t i n g  smal l - sca le  commercial uses i n  t h e  s t a t i o n ' s  immediate a rea .  
For o ther  extensions,  no s p e c i f i c  information was ava i l ab le  i n  t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  
on t h e  p o l i c i e s  c a r r i e d  out o r  t o  be ca r r i ed  ou t .  I t  seems t h a t  i n  general  l oca l  
governments adopted t h e  pos i t i on  of making s l i g h t  t o  no zoning changes. 
A most i n t e r e s t i n g  case i s  t h a t  of t h e  Southwest Corridor where t h e  Orange 
l i n e  re loca t ion  is  t o  take p lace .  There, land had already been acquired f o r  t h e  
1-95 ROW, but was l e f t  without a c l e a r  assignment a f t e r  t h e  cance l l a t ion  of t h a t  
p ro j ec t  following t h e  BTPR. The a rea  is  de t e r io ra t ed .  Preliminary plans 
suggested t h a t  publ ic  investment, i n  t he  form of publ ic  housing, schools ,  
u t i l i t i e s ,  were t o  provide t h e  impetus fo r  p r i v a t e  i n t e r e s t s  t o  inves t  i n  t h i s  
a rea .  
In t h e  commerc:ial core  of downtown Boston, two major j o i n t  development 
p ro jec t s  were c a r r i e d  o u t .  The f i r s t ,  involving only MBTA and e x i s t i n g  
r e t a i l e r s ,  consis ted i n  s t a t i o n  renovation (Washington S t r e e t )  coordinated with 
the  revamping of r e t a i l  f a c i l i t i e s  (13) .  Agreements were reached t o  balance 
publ ic  and p r iva t e  investment i n  pedes t r ian  amenities connecting t h e  s t o r e s  with 
one of t h e  most a c t i v e  s t a t i o n s  i n  t h e  network. In  a second p ro jec t  adjacent  t o  
and simultaneous with t h e  f i r s t ,  t h e  Boston Redevelopment Authority (BRA) a l s o  
pa r t i c ipa t ed  i n  t h e  redevelopment of Lafayet te  Place.  This was MBTA's f i r s t  
involvment i n  suc.h a p r o j e c t ,  which mandated t h e  expansion of in-house r e a l  
e s t a t e  competence (14) .  
(13) This is  more than j u s t  a system i n t e r f a c e  p ro jec t  because of t h e  renovation 
of t h e  r e t a i l  f a c i l i t i e s  included i n  t h e  p ro jec t .  
(14) Further  involvment of NBTA i n  t h e  r e a l  e s t a t e  market has occurred as  a 
r e s u l t  of advance acqu i s i t i on  of e x i s t i n g  r a i l r o a d  ROWS f o r  fu tu re  t r a n s i t  
expansion. The f u t u r e  of t h i s  land was unclear  as  of December 1982, as 
documented i n  Rice Center A Guide to Innovative Financing Mechanisms for Mass 
Transportation , f o r  Off ice  of Planning Assis tance,  UMTA, Washington, D . C . ,  
1982, p.H-1 
54 
"Modernization of t h e  Washington S t r e e t  S t a t ion  revea ls  t h e  r o l e  of 
an innovative t r a n s i t  e n t i t y  i n  exp lo i t i ng  i t s  r e a l  e s t a t e  a s se t s  more 
e f f e c t i v e l y  i n  order  t o  b e t t e r  se rve  i t s  r i d e r s ,  t o  improve t h e  
physical  environment of one of i t s  major downtown s t a t i o n s ,  and t o  
r e a l i z e  a new source of revenue from r e t a i l  concessions.  The p ro jec t  
helped t r i g g e r  a broad-scale review of MBTA's r e a l  e s t a t e  p o l i c i e s  and 
p r a c t i c e s ,  a review ranging from t h e  s p e c i f i c s  of r e t a i l  concession 
space,  t o  j o i n t  development, t o  how t o  manage a growing p o r t f o l i o  of 
r e a l  e s t a t e  holdings.  From t h e  p r i v a t e  s e c t o r ' s  perspec t ive ,  s t a t i o n  
modernization was a concrete  example of MBTA's commitment t o  downtown 
improvement (1 15) .  " 
The modernization of Kendall S t a t ion  i n  Cambridge w i l l  be d i r e c t l y  served by 
and in tegra ted  i n  t h e  "Cambridge Center / Kendall S t a t ion  J o i n t  Development 
Project" ,  t h e  24-acre keystone of t h e  Kendall Square Urban Renewal Area. This 
major mixed-use, h igh- in tens i ty  p ro jec t  received $8 mi l l ion  j o i n t  development 
funding from UMT.A, and is  hoped t o  cons i s t  of 2.4 mi l l ion  square f e e t  of 
development, t o  generate  between 5 ,800  and 12,700 t r a n s i t  t r i p s  d a i l y .  Keeler 
(16) the re fo re  es t imates  t h a t  UMTA investment w i l l  generate  507 annual t r i p s  per  
$1 ,000  granted.  
The evaluat ion of UMTA's p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  the  "South S ta t ion  
Transportat ion/Air  Rights Development Project"  i s  even more favorable .  The 
s t a t i o n  w i l l  become a consol idated Amtrak/regional-rail/commuterbus/intercity- 
b u s / t r a n s i t  compllex. A i r  r i g h t s  w i l l  be used t o  develop a 400,000 square foot  
o f f i c e  tower, a 600 room ho te l  and 250,000 square f e e t  f o r  h i - t ech  f a c i l i t i e s .  
UMTA'S $3  mil l ion  investment should generate  576 annual t r a n s i t  t r i p s  per  $1,000 
(15) Urban Land I n s t i t u t e ,  op. c i t . ,  p.147 
(16) see Ch. I I . ,  I . 2 . b . ,  t a b l e  2 
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C .  Concluding Remarks 
The case  of Boston spans over many y e a r s ,  and inc ludes  ex tens ions ,  renovat ions 
and r e loca t ions  on. a RT network with a good p re -e s t ab l i shed  r i d e r s h i p .  Here 
aga in ,  it appears t:hat po l i cy  i n i t i a t i v e s  were c r u c i a l  i n  determining t h e  impact 
of RTS on surrounding a r e a s .  This  can be evidenced by t h e  c o n t r a s t  between t h e  
North Quincy case  and most of t h e  ex tens ions .  The met ropol i tan  a r e a ' s  fragmented 
i n s t i t u t i o n a l  s t r u c t u r e  combined wi th  t h e  importance of l o c a l  governments' r o l e s  
provides  us wi th  an image of piecemeal dec i s ions ,  o f t e n  made i n  r e a c t i o n  t o  
community f e a r s  of t r a f f i c  problems and l a r g e  park ing  l o t s  a s soc ia t ed  with 
te rmina l  s t a t i o n s .  
Land use  i n  RTS a reas  was not  a major focus of t h e  BTPR: 
'?Notice tthat t h e r e  is l i t t l e  concern f o r  t h e  l a rge - sca l e  land 
development ob jec t ives  t r a d i t i o n a l  t o  t h e  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  planning 
f i e l d .  Arguments of t h i s  s o r t  d i d  sometimes appear among a f f i l i . a t e s  
and f r i e n d s  of t h e  G B C ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  s ta tements  by t h e  Environmental 
Coa l i t i on  and i n  t h e  pub l i c  s ta tements  of Michael Dukakis, bu t  they  had 
l imi t ed  t ra je lc tory .  I t  would appear t h a t  l a r g e - s c a l e  land development 
is  v i r t u a l l y  dead i n  t h e  p a r t i c i p a t o r y  a rena  of t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  
planning.  I t  simply does not  correspond t o  anyone's personal  i n t e r e s t  
i n  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n .  I t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  conclude, even i n  t h e  most 
genera l  manner, what ob jec t ives  a r e  r e a l l y  accomplished by p a r t i c u l a r  
l a rge - sca l e  land development op t ions .  This  aspec t  became involved i n  
t r a n s p o r t  planning dur ing  an e r a  when t h e  r e l a t i v e  absence of 
controversy permi t ted  t h e  d i scuss ion  of loose ,  conceptual  o b j e c t i v e s .  
(17) i b i d .  
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Intensive participation seeks, and relies upon, more tangible issues 
(18) . '' 
In recent years, the renovation of downtown stations and the relocation of the 
Orange line have been key factors in redeveloping station areas at a large scale. 
Rather than speaking of the "impact of RT on development", in the case of 
Boston's "T", a pre-established system, it seems more realistic to take the 
downtown redevelopment projects as a given goal of Boston and Cambridge, a goal 
complemented by a strong transit improvement program. Then, one can view the 
link between these projects and transit accessibility as a "sine qua non" 
condition for redevelopment, because of high existing transit ridership and heavy 
congestion. Furthermore, through joint development grants, the link of 
redevelopment with transit improvements is a source of additional federal 
funding, a factor which many U.S. cities including Boston and Cambridge are not 
likely to overlook. 
I V .  WASHINGTON, D .C .  
1. Background information 
a. Metropolitan Setting 
The Washington area has a unique institutional structure. Much of the local 
decisionmaking concerning the District of Columbia (DC) is made at the federal 
level, and the suburban jurisdictions are included in two states, Maryland and 
Virginia. 
DC's area only accounts for 6 1  of the SMSA's 2 ,300  square miles. In 1970,  the 
SMSA population density was 1 ,216  persons per square mile, and DC's was 12 ,231 .  
During the 196(3s,  Washington was the fastest growing SPlSA in the U.S. The 
rate of growth was 38% from 1960 to 1970,  and subsided in the 1970s although the 
area is still growing on the whole. 
An unusually h:igh proportion of jobs is in DC, although the recent trend has 
been a decline of central city employment in favor of the suburbs. The suburbs 
have also matched DC's declining population by strong population growth. 
Nevertheless, the region's growth has encouraged substantial public and 
private office development in DC (and some suburban subcenters, more recently) 
since the 1950s .  
A zoning feature unique in the U.S. is DC's absolute building height limit 
which has spread CBD development on a larger area than in most U.S. cities. 
Maximum allowable FARs are approximately 1 O : l .  
The National Capital Planning Commission (NCPC) and the National Capital 
Regional Planning Council (NCRPC), created and controlled by Congress, issued a 
long-range regional  po l icy  i n  1961. Attempts a t  regional  po l icy  coordinat ion 
have been hindered by t h e  a r e a ' s  complex i n s t i t u t i o n a l  s t r u c t u r e .  
DC was granted home r u l e  i n  1973, acquir ing planning and implementation 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  f o r  i t s  j u r i s d i c t i o n  except f o r  t h e  la rge  amounts of f ede ra l  
land, s t i l l  managed by NCPC.  NCRPC was replaced i n  1966 by t h e  Washington 
Council of Governments (COG), which merged with t h e  exi.st ing Transportat ion 
Planning Board (TPB) and became t h e  A-95 agency f o r  t h e  region. COG issued a 
Metropolitan Policy Guide i n  1980. 
b .  Transportation Background 
The following quotat ion gives  a good overview of Washington's t r anspor t a t ion  
background: 
"( .  . . )  Washington and i t s  suburbs were served i n  t h e  f i r s t  ha l f  of 
t h e  century b:y an extensive s t r e e t c a r  network dismantled and replaced 
by buses i n  t h e  1950s and 1960s. 
Congress authorized t h e  Mass Transportat ion Survey i n  1957 t o  
consider t h e  reg ion ' s  fu tu re  mass t r anspor t a t ion  needs. Conducted by 
t h e  NCPC and -the NCRPC, t h e  r e s u l t i n g  t r anspor t a t ion  plan ca l l ed  f o r  a 
33-mile r a i l  t r a n s i t  system and hundreds of miles of new freeways. 
The National Capi ta l  Transportat ion Agency (NCTA) was a temporary 
f ede ra l  agency es tab l i shed  i n  1960 t o  plan t h e  t r anspor t a t ion  system, 
secure r ights-of-ways,  and begin negot ia t ions  f o r  an i n t e r s t a t e  t r a n s i t  
compact. During i t s  seven-year ex is tence ,  NCTA made many of t h e  
decis ions t h a t  would determine t h e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of t h e  regional  
t r anspor t a t ion  system. The proposed rap id  r a i l  t r a n s i t  system was 
expanded from 33 t o  83 miles during t h e  NCTA planning e r a ( l ) . "  
The i n i t i a l  goals  of .RT were t o  reduce congestion by reducing automobile 
t r a f f i c  t o  t h e  CBD,  t o  s e rve  non-drivers  and t o  preserve c e n t r a l  DC a s  a monument 
a r e a .  Skidmore, Owings and Mer r i l l  ( 2 )  judges t h a t  t h e  system was b u i l t  p r imar i ly  
t o  avoid D C ' s  being; engulfed i n  freeways, given t h e  s t rong  growth ra tes .  
The i n t e r s t a t e  t r a n s i t  compact, Washington Metropolitan Area T r a n s i t  Authori ty  
(WNATA) was r a t i f i e d  by a l l  a r ea  governments i n  1966. In  1968, fol lowing a round 
of pub l i c  hear ings ,  WFlATA adopted a 98-mile Regional "Metro" System extending 
i n t o  t h e  suburbs.  This system was supported by 71.4% of t h e  v o t e r s  i n  t h e  f i v e  
suburban j u r i d i c t i o n s  t h a t  he ld  re ferenda .  A t  t h e  time, planners  were p r e d i c t i n g  
t h a t  t h e  system would run a t  a p r o f i t .  
The cons t ruc t ion  began i n  1969. Construct ion cos t s  were dr iven  beyond 
p red ic t ions  by i n f l a t i o n ,  delays and inadequate f o r e c a s t s .  The de lays  were due 
t o  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  i n e f f i c i e n c i e s  but  a l s o  t o  growing d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  with Metro. 
Skidmore, Owings and Merrill ( 3 )  i d e n t i f i e s  t h r e e  causes f o r  t h i s  
d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n .  F i r s t ,  neighborhoods where RTSs were loca ted  were not  aware of 
t h e  poss ib ly  nega t ive  impacts of a RTS u n t i l  cons t ruc t ion  reached t h e i r  a r ea .  
Secondly, it was f e l t  t h a t  WMATA had not  informed residents ,  about t h e s e  impacts,  
leaving them few ways t o  express  t h e i r  dismay o the r  than oppos i t ion .  Thi rd ly ,  
lower-income groups f e l t  t h a t  they were paying f o r  a system they  would not  use .  
Thus t h e  s i t u a t i o n  was s i m i l a r  t o  BART'S .  
Funding t o  coint inue cons t ruc t  ion has been found though, and cons t ruc t  ion 
cont inues t o  t h i s  day although es t imates  of t o t a l  cons t ruc t ion  c o s t s  have t r i p l e d  
s i n c e  1969. 
(1) Metropolitan Washington Coucil of Governments (C0G)jNCRTPB Metrorail Area 
Planning , Metrora i l  Before-and Af ter  Study, Washington, D . C . ,  August 1983, p .5  
( 2 )  1976, op. c i t . ,  vo l .10 :  Washington, D . C .  case  study 
( 3 )  i b i d .  
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C .  The R T  System 
A map and a t a b l e  p re sen t ing  t h e  phases of cons t ruc t ion  can be found i n  
Appendix B4. A s  of 1983, 4 3  s t a t i o n s  were i n  opera t ion .  The f i n i s h e d  system 
w i l l  have a t o t a l  of 101  miles and 81 s t a t i o n s .  Ridership g r e a t l y  exceeded t h e  
f o r e c a s t s  during t h e  i n i t i a l  phase and has c lose ly  matched f o r e c a s t s  f o r  
subsequent phases,  according t o  t h e  r e s u l t s  of C O G ' S  "Washington Metrora i l  Before 
and Af ter  Study"(op. c i t . )  
2. Land use policies in RTS areas 
a .  Sources of information 
Knight and Trygg (4 ) ,  and Meyer and Gomez-Ibanez (5)  provided some information 
f o r  prel iminary im,pacts. Some case  s t u d i e s  were examined i n  Skidmore, Owings, 
and Mer r i l l  ( 6 ) ,  AMRA ( 7 ) ,  Urban Land I n s t i t u t e  (8 ) .  
General po l ic ies ,  were discussed by pub l i c  o f f i c i a l s  and p r i v a t e  developers  i n  
Publ ic  Technology ( 9 ) .  The most important sources were r epor t s  by COG on t h e  
"Metrorai l  Before and After" Study ( l o ) ,  e s p e c i a l l y  t h e  "Metrorail  Area Planning'' 
s tudy (11) .  These s t a t e - o f - t h e - a r t  s t u d i e s  deserve some a t t e n t i o n  i n  t h i s  
subsec t ion .  
The "Metrorail  Before-and-After' '  s tudy has been supported s i n c e  1976 by UMTA 
t o  ga ther  and analyze da t a  r e l evan t  t o  Metro po l i cy  eva lua t ion .  Metro's  e f f e c t s  
on t h e  Washington region,  both d i r e c t  such a s  t r a v e l  changes, and i n d i r e c t  such 
a s  land development, a r e  monitored. Today, prel iminary b e f o r e / a f t e r  r e p o r t s  are 
(4 ) ,  ( 5 ) ,  (6) 1973:, ( 7 ) ,  ( 8 ) ,  (9) 1978, a l l  op. c i t .  
(10) Dunphy, Robert T . ,  and G r i f f i t h s ,  Robert E .  The First Four Years of 
Metrorail: Travel Changes , 1981, and Dunphy, Robert T .  Trends Before Metrorail 
, 1982 f o r  Off ice  of Planning Ass is tance ,  UMTA, Washington, D . C . ;  and Donnelly, 
Paget,  op. c i t .  (111) op. c i t .  
ava i l ab le  on t r a v e l ,  but not on land use ques t ions .  However, one repor t  does 
give ind ica t ions  of t rends  before  Metro, re levant  a l l  t h e  same s ince  s t a t i o n  
loa t ions  have i n  most cases been f ixed  f o r  severa l  years .  Even when these  
s t a t i o n s  a re  not opened y e t ,  land use changes can be s i g n i f i c a n t .  
b .  The Policies 
RTS area  development was not a primary objec t ive  of ea r ly  Metro planning. The 
l e g i s l a t i o n  from 1966 enabling WMATA t o  acquire  land l imited acqu i s i t i on  t o  
purposes "necessary o r  usefu l  f o r  t h e  t r a n s i t  system". WMA.TA i n  f a c t  j u s t i f i e d  
excess condemnation f o r  planning, a r c h i t e c t u r a l  design and construct ion reasons.  
In  a reas  where t h e r e  a r e  small l o t s  and mul t ip le  owners, t .his p r a c t i c e  enables 
WMATA t o  assemble land and develop o r  lease  f o r  non- t rans i t  uses t h e  excess 
property and the  a i r - r i g h t s  ( 1 2 ) .  
In t h e  ea r ly  phases of Metro operat ion,  j o i n t  development and WMATA land 
leas ing  occurred with success a t  some s i t e s ,  but maybe not t o  i t s  f u l l  p o t e n t i a l  
consider ing t h e  s t rong  market i n  many s t a t i o n  loca t ions .  Extensive s t a t i o n  a rea  
s tud ie s  were ca r r i ed  out by loca l  j u r i d i c t i o n s ,  and one of t h e  t e n  o v e r a l l  
regional  s t r a t e g i e s  was t o  "encourage j o i n t  development of t r a n s i t ,  housing and 
employment (13)". By 1981, WPIATA was s u f f i c i e n t l y  convinced of t h e  usefulness  of 
increas ing  i t s  j o i n t  development a c t i v i t i e s  t o  c r e a t e  an ambitious "Stat ion Area 
Development Program" within a newly organized Off i c e  of Planning and Development. 
An 8 member permanent s t a f f  was devoted t o  t h e  mat te r ,  with experience i n  r e a l  
( 1 2 )  This i s  what happened a t  Farragut North s t a t i o n ,  fo r  ins tance .  AMRA 
( o p . c i t . )  judged t h a t  t h i s  process had f i n a l l y  not  perm:itted t h e  f u l l  value-  
capture  po ten t i a l  of t h e  s i t e  t o  be r ea l i zed :  because WMATA had t o  j u s t i f y  t h e  
acqu i s i t i on  of t h e  property,  t h e  p rec i se  s t a t i o n  loca t ion  was determined through 
an engineering r a t i o n a l e  but d id  not  f i t  very wel l  i n  t h e  f i n a l  design agreed 
upon with t h e  developer.  In  t h i s  case,  s t r e e t  l eve l  r e t a i l  f rontage was 
diminished. I t  i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  t h a t  t h e  owners of one of t h e  condemned pa rce l s  
challenged WMATA':; r i g h t  t o  acquire  t h e  land and l o s t  i n  cour t ,  as  documented by 
Urban Land I n s t i t u t e  (op. c i t . ) .  
(13) Netropol i tan Washington Council of Governments, Metropolitan Policy Guide 
Summary Report !, Washington, D .  C .  , December 1980, p .  39 
OL 
es ta te ,  planning,  urban des ign ,  f inance  and s e l e c t e d  f i e l d s .  
This  program has developed a c l e a r  p o l i c y  s ta tement :  
"The s p e c i f i c  g o a l s  and o b j e c t i v e s  of t h e  A u t h o r i t y ' s  development 
program, which provide b e n e f i t s  n o t  on ly  t o  WMATA but  a l s o  t o  l o c a l  
governments and t h e  Washington reg ion ,  a r e :  
Goals 
- Enhancement, of l e v e l s  of mass t r a n s i t  use ;  
- Conservation of petroleum-derived energy; 
- A l l o c a t i o n  of s c a r c e  resources  i n  more opt imal  fash ion;  
- Reduction of urban sprawl;  and 
- Encouragement of good q u a l i t y  development. 
Ob j ect i v e s  
- Reduction of petroleum product  use  i n  t h e  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  
s e c t o r ;  
- S u b s t i t u t i o n  of g r e a t e r  numbers of a u t o  t r i p s  wi th  r a i l / b u s  
t r i p s ;  
- Reduction of t r a v e l  time; 
- Addition of r e a l  p roper ty  t o  t h e  t a x  r o l l s ;  
- Increase  i n  t a x  base;  
- Improvement of c o s t / b e n e f i t  r a t i o s  of p u b l i c  goods and s e r v i c e s  
provided by l o c a l  government; and 
- Provis ion  of revenue t o  WNATA f o r  subsidy o f f s e t .  
I n  o r d e r  t o  r e a l i z e  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  b e n e f i t s  which e x i s t ,  a s  
expressed i n  t h e s e  goa ls  and o b j e c t i v e s ,  t h e  development program 
was i n s t i t u t e d  i n  t h e  WMATA O f f i c e  of Planning and Development. 
This  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  s t r u c t u r e  recognizes  t h e  c l o s e  i n h e r e n t  
relationship which exists between Metro system planning and 
development functions. It also provides an improved development 
mechanism to local area governments, the development community, 
and to the public. 
Po 1 icies 
1. It shall be the general policy of WMATA to promote, encourage, 
and assist i n  the creation of high-quality, more intensive 
development a t  or near appropriate stations areas. 
2. It shall be the policy of WMATA to study the development 
potential which may exist at present or future station areas and 
to prepare a development program, and in a longer range time 
frame, with a three to five year work program, which will identify 
actions and positions by the Authority to enhance or protect the 
longer range development potential. 
3 .  It shall be the policy of the Authority to advocate positions 
before the public, local government entities, the development 
community, and others which promote high-quality, more intensive 
development at or near station areas (14)." 
Furthermore, a very thorough reflection has been undertaken at WMATA on the 
process and procedures of joint development. A flow-chart of the WMATA joint 
development process can be found in Appendix B4. In addition, WMATA has pre- 
established criteria for assessing development potential and selecting 
developers, as documented in Public Technology (15). 
(14) COG , 1983, op. cit., pp.17-18 
(15) op. cit., 1984 
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To da te  7 j o i n t  development p ro jec t s  a r e  underway o r  coimpleted, and 11 more 
a re  being s tudied  (16).  The l a rge  number of s t a t i o n s  and t h e  sheer  amount of 
planning t h a t  has been done i n  t h e  a reas  surrounding them forb ids  a d e t a i l e d  
discussion.  Essent , ia l ly ,  s t a t i o n  area s tud ie s  were ca r r i ed  out  by loca l  agencies 
before  WMATA adopted a systematic  approach t o  RTS a rea  concerns. Generally,  t h e  
l i t e r a t u r e  conveys a sense of high awareness of t h e  s p e c i f i c i t i e s  of RTS a reas .  
Many s tud ie s  had t o  be adapted again and again as delays arid changing prospects  
plagued Metro cons t ruc t ion .  In v i r t u a l l y  a l l  of t h e  cases documented i n  t h e  
l i t e r a t u r e ,  zoning changes were implemented o r  a r e  being implemented before  
s t a t i o n  completion. 
In  many cases ,  RTSs have been included i n  major development schemes, i n  
downtown DC and i n  suburban subcenters .  Usually t h i s  has not required d i r e c t  
WMATA involvment except fo r  t h e  c r u c i a l  s t a t i o n  loca t ion  dec is ions ,  which seem t o  
have been responsive t o  t h e  needs of t hese  a reas .  Discounting system i n t e r f a c e  
p r o j e c t s ,  two major WMATA land leases  i n  DC and t h e  inc lus ion  of one RTS i n  a 
la rge  renewal scheme(l7),  t h e  major changes i n  pol icy  due t o  Metro have occurred 
i n  Arlington County, Va. (Ballston-Rosslyn and National Airport-Rosslyn 
co r r ido r s ) ,  and Montgomery County, Md. (S i lver  Spring) .  In.  t h e  f i r s t  case ,  t h e  
goal is  t o  concentrate  new development along t h e  RT co r r ido r s .  A s  t h i s  is one of 
t h e  f a s t e s t  growing areas  i n  t h e  metropolitan region fo r  housing and employment, 
it i s  hoped t h a t  dens i ty  bonuses and publ ic  f a c i l i t y  loca t ion  w i l l  be s u f f i c i e n t  
t o  achieve t h i s  goa l ,  thus preserving e x i s t i n g  low-density r e s i d e n t i a l  a reas  
outs ide  of t h e  co r r ido r .  Another technique used i n  Rosslyn is  t h e  t r a n s f e r  of 
development r i g h t s .  In  t h e  Rosslyn and Crys ta l  Ci ty  a reas ,  development occurred 
(16) Exis t ing  p ro jec t s  a t  t h e  following s t a t i o n s :  Bethesda, Van Ness-UDC, 
McPherson Square, Farragut North, Rosslyn, Friendship Heights,  Gal lery Place.  
Pro jec ts  under study fo r  t h e  following s t a t i o n s :  New Carro l l ton ,  Huntington, 
Rhode Is land  Avenue, Glenmont, Grosvenor, Dunn Loring, West F a l l s  Church, 
Rockville,  Court House, Addison Road, S i l v e r  Spring. 
(17) These cases a r e  very s i m i l a r  t o  what has been done i n  San Franc isco ' s  and 
Boston's downtown a reas .  
before Metrorai l  and has continued s ince .  In  t h e  second case (S i lver  Spring) ,  
s imi l a r  po l i c i e s  were implemented but t h e  development has not been occurr ing,  
perhaps because t h e  d is tance  t o  downtown DC i s  g r e a t e r .  A t  Friendship Heights 
(Montgomery County), though, pre-Metrorai l  development was very s t rong ,  and t h e  
loca t ion  of a s t a t i o n  t h e r e  has r e su l t ed  i n  a downzoning of t h e  a rea ,  following 
community opposit ion t o  increased t r a f f i c  problems and development. WMATA has 
exchanged a l o t  s u i t a b l e  f o r  o f f i c e  development f o r  reserved easements f o r  i t s  
s t a t i o n  en t r ance . ( l8 )  
Po l i c i e s  i n  o ther  RTS areas  have var ied  according t o  loca l  circumstances and 
p r i o r i t i e s ,  a s i t u a t i o n  promoted by t h e  " s t a t ion  study" approach. One can s a f e l y  
say t h a t  of t h e  5 cases s tud ied ,  Washington is  character ized by t h e  most 
d i v e r s i f i e d  s e t  of s t a t i o n  a reas  and t h e  planning process most cons i s t en t ly  
responsive t o  t h e  a r r i v a l  of RTSs on an a rea- to-area  bas i s .  The i ssues  r a i sed  i n  
t h e  o ther  cases have almost a l l  been important i n  one o r  more s t a t i o n s  i n  
Washington. 
C .  Concluding Remarks 
I t  i s  impossible, a t  t h i s  po in t ,  t o  eva lua te  t h e  impact of land use p o l i c i e s  
i n  Washington's RTS a reas .  F i r s t ,  many s t a t i o n s  remain t o  be completed. 
Secondly, only 7 years  have gone by s ince  t h e  f i r s t  l i n e  was opened. But one can 
already point  t o  severa l  j o i n t  development p r o j e c t s ,  and it i s  reasonable t o  
expect more i n  t h e  years t o  come. The consistency with which planners have 
addressed t h e  i ssues  concerning RTS a reas  is  a l l  t h e  more remarkable given t h e  
i n s t i t u t i o n a l  fragmentation of t h e  region.  
(18) WMATA has so ld  one parce l  f o r  mixed-use development i n  Rosslyn. 
V I  
V. BALTIMORE 
1. Background information 
a .  Metropolitan Setting 
The Baltimore SMSA is  composed of t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y  and f i v e  surrounding 
count ies .  The Regional Planning Council (RPC) i s  t h e  Metropolitan Planning 
Organization f o r  t h i s  a rea .  
S t a r t i n g  i n  t h e  1960s, t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y  has been los ing  population and 
employment t o  t h e  suburbs. In  s p i t e  of an aggressive pol icy  of neighborhood 
r e v i t a l i z a t i o n  and promotion of downtown "renaissance",  t h i s  t rend  cont inues.  In  
1978, average r e s i d e n t i a l  dens i ty  i n  t h e  Ci ty  was 35 persons per  r e s i d e n t i a l  ac re  
versus 99 f o r  t h e  r e s t  of t h e  SMSA. 
One of t he  most remarkable f ea tu res  of Baltimore is  t h e  long-standing power 
and inf luence of neighborhood organizat ions i n  loca l  decisionmaking. Their 
in te rvent ion  i n  t h e  planning process is  both d i r e c t ,  by repeated contac ts  with 
City Hal l ,  and i n d i r e c t ,  i n  t h e  form of pressure and opposi t ion.  Local 
government needs t h e  support  of these  organiza t ions .  
Baltimore can be described as  a dec l in ing  manufacturing c i t y .  A t  t h i s  po in t ,  
t h e  eroding t ax  base of t h e  c i t y  remains a s e r ious  problem. I t  seems however 
t h a t  t h e  c i t y  might be on t h e  road t o  recovery with an expanding t e r t i a r y  s e c t o r ,  
thanks i n  p a r t  t o  t h e  loca l  government's commitment and r e l a t i v e  success i n  
a t t r a c t i n g  p r i v a t e  investment. S t a r t i n g  with t h e  Charles Center p ro jec t  i n  1957, 
Baltimore has a long experience i n  c rea t ing  pub l i c /p r iva t e  par tnersh ips ,  and i n  
using urban renewal as  a l ega l  and adminis t ra t ive  t o o l .  However, Baltimore's  
c i t y  budget i s  st.il1 t h e  c i t y  budget i n  t h e  U.S. t h a t  re l . ies  most on s t a t e  and 
Although it may have come a b i t  l a t e ,  a remarkably c l e a r  po l i cy  formulation 
and a model b e f o r e / a f t e r  s tudy w i l l  enable  us  t o  eva lua te  Washington's RTS a rea  
p o l i c i e s  sometime i n  t h e  fu tu re .  When t h i s  i s  poss ib l e ,  RTS a rea  development and 
land use  changes w i l l  have t o  be evaluated not  only with respec t  t o  t h e  s t a t e d  
o b j e c t i v e s ,  but a l s o  i n  terms of t h e i r  r e d i s t r i b u t i v e  e f f e c t s .  This very 
important aspect  does not  seem t o  have been a focus of WMATA po l i cy .  I ts  absence 
from t h e  RTS a rea  planning process chal lenges t h e  conten t ion  t h a t  one of t h e  
ob jec t ives  of RT systems is  t o  serve  t h e  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  disadvantaged. 
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f e d e r a l  a i d  i n  r e l a t i v e  terms ( 6 2 . 5 %  i n  1981). This i s  a worrying f a c t  i n  l i g h t  
of poss ib l e  reducti.ons i n  a v a i l a b l e  f e d e r a l  funds.  
b .  Transportation Background 
The c i t y  of Baltimore does not  con t r ibu te  f i n a n c i a l l y  t o  t r a n s i t .  The Mass 
T r a n s i t  Administration (MTA), which opera tes  t h e  buses and subway is i n  f a c t  p a r t  
of t h e  Maryland Department of Transpor ta t ion ,  which is  funded by t h e  s t a t e  and 
t h e  f ede ra l  governments. 
Although t h i s  was not  t h e  f i r s t  time a subway system was proposed f o r  t h e  
region,  t h e  f i r s t  s t e p  i n  t h e  present  system was taken i n .  t h e  mid-1960s. The 
Baltimore Metropolitan Area Transpor ta t ion  Study then suggested a 65-mile s i x -  
legged system. Both t h e  c o s t  of t h e  p r o j e c t  and repeated ques t ion ing  of i t s  
usefu lness  have s u b s t a n t i a l l y  reduced t h e  p r o b a b i l i t y  of it 65-mile system ever  
being completed. 
In  1968, it was decided t h a t  t h e  f i r s t  phase alignment. would be t h e  Owings 
Mills-Marley S t a t i o n  l i n e ,  and t h a t  cons t ruc t ion  would s t a r t  wi th  Bal t imore 's  
Northwest co r r ido r .  In  1 9 7 2 ,  Sec t ion  A from Charles Center,  a major downtown 
urban renewal p r o j e c t  completed i n  t h e  1960s, t o  Reisterstown Road Plaza ,  was 
approved f o r  funding. Construct ion s t a r t e d  i n  1974 and t h e  8-mile segment was 
opened i n  l a t e  1983. 
The reasons f o r  s t a r t i n g  wi th  t h e  Northwest co r r ido r  were numerous. F i r s t ,  it 
i s  t h e  most t r a n s i t  dependent co r r ido r  i n  t h e  region.  Secondly, no highway 
a l t e r n a t i v e  was found t o  be more economically f e a s i b l e .  T h e  no-highway p o s i t i o n  
was supported by t h e  s t r o n g  neighborhood organiza t ions  who opposed t h e  
d e s t r u c t i o n  of r e s i d e n t i a l  a r eas  ( 1 ) .  Thi rd ly ,  it seems t h a t  land a c q u i s i t i o n  
(1) I n  another a rea ,  i n t e r s t a t e  expressway cons t ruc t ion  was h a l t e d  i n  t h e  
mid-l970s, leaving t h e  region with $800 mi l l i on  i n  f ede ra l  funds t h a t  it was 
allowed t o  use f o r  o the r  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  purposes.  
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was aided i n  t h a t  co r r ido r  by t h e  presence of t h e  Baltimore and Ohio Rai l road 
ROW, thus  minimizing d i s rup t ion  and land c o s t s .  Four th ly ,  t h e  l i n k  between t h e  
two s t a t i o n s  with t h e  l a r g e s t  p ro j ec t ed  r i d e r s h i p  volumes, Charles Center and 
Lexington Market, was completed by t h i s  l i n e .  
F i n a l l y ,  although t h i s  does not  appear e x p l i c i t l y  i n  any documents, it can be 
hypothesized t h a t  t h e  c i t y ' s  long-standing d e s i r e  t o  undertake a major 
redevelopment e f f o r t  i n  t h e  Lexington Market a r e a  was a f a c t o r  i n  deciding t o  
bu i ld  t h e  f i r s t  l i n e .  By t h e  time t h i s  dec i s ion  was made, RT j o i n t  development 
was a l ready  a r e a l i t y  i n  t h e  U . S . ,  and t h e  necess i ty  of advanced planning f o r  
sucess fu l  implementation had been recognized. 
Two e a r l y  r epor t s  prepared by Daniel ,  Mann, Johnson and Mendenhall i n  1968 
show t h e  cons idera t ion  given t o  land use and community e f f e c t s  even i n  t h e  
pre l iminary  phase of s t a t i o n  loca t ion  decisionmaking ( 2 ) .  I n  these  s t u d i e s ,  
poss ib l e  impact of a RTS a r e  assessed f o r  a l l  poss ib l e  RTS loca t ions ,  us ing  a 
typology of a reas .  The f a c t o r s  taken i n t o  account range from development 
p o t e n t i a l  t o  r e loca t ion  and sensory impact, and a r e  combined t o  form 7 types of 
a r e a s .  The assessed impacts a r e  then used i n  a s e l e c t i o n  procedure involving t h e  
q u a n t i t a t i v e  ranking of a l l  a l t e r n a t i v e s  by a compound sco re .  The ex ten t  t o  
which t h e s e  s t u d i e s  inf luenced f i n a l  dec is ions  i s  not known, but  t h e i r  
conclusions were not  followed t o  t h e  l e t t e r  ( 3 ) .  In  any case ,  t h i s  a t t e n t i o n  
given t o  RTS a rea  cons idera t ions  has been a prominent fei2ture of Bal t imore 's  
subway i n  subsequent planning,  a s  w e  w i l l  s ee  i n  2 . b .  
( 2 )  DMJM/Kaiser Engineering Rationale for Route Selection , and Economics Report: 
Route Selection and Community Impact of the Proposed Baltimore Rapid Transit  
System , f o r  RPC,  1968. To my knowledge, such d e t a i l e d  pre l iminary  analyses  
were not  c a r r i e d  out  f o r  o the r  case  s tudy c i t i e s .  The methodology can be 
c r i t i c i z e d  f o r  i t s  i n a b i l i t y  t o  properly t ake  non-quantif  i a b l e  f a c t o r s  i n t o  
account.  
( 3 )  This i s  evidenced by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  one of them c a l l e d  f o r  a new North West 
l i n e  t o  Randallstown r a t h e r  than t o  Reisterstown Road Plaza ,  p r e c i s e l y  on t h e  
b a s i s  t h a t  development p o t e n t i a l  was b e t t e r  i n  Randallstown. 
C .  The R T  System 
The f i r s t  segment, 8 miles long and jo in ing  9 s t a t i o n s ,  has been i n  operat ion 
s ince  November, 1983. A t  t h i s  po in t ,  funding has not been secured f o r  t h e  next 
segment on t h e  l i s t  of p r i o r i t i e s ,  t h e  North East l i n e .  
The f i r s t  r i de r sh ip  counts show only 20,000 ins tead  of t h e  pro jec ted  25,000 
f o r  t h e  f i r s t  segment and 80,000 with a complete RT system. MTA is confident  
t h a t  t h e  re rout ing  of buses and subsequent developments w i l l  improve t h i s  r e s u l t .  
2 .  Land use policies in R T S  areas 
a .  Sources of information 
An extensive be fo re / a f t e r  study i s  being c a r r i e d  out  by d i f f e r e n t  agencies i n  
t h e  region under supervis ion by RPC, but  i t s  r e s u l t s  a r e  not ye t  s i g n i f i c a n t  f o r  
our purposes. 
A s  mentioned above, RTS area planning has been a major concern throughout 
subway planning. The Ci ty  of Baltimore has been ac t ive ly  engaged i n  
comprehensive RTS area planning s ince  1967, t h e  f i r s t  repor t  of t h e i r  work being 
a review of poss ib le  impacts and poss ib l e  ac t ions  of l oca l  government ( 4 ) .  The 
f i r s t  statement of goa ls ,  ob jec t ives  and p o l i c i e s  a l s o  came i n  1 9 7 1 ,  i n  d i r e c t  
reference t o  t h e  proposed cor r idor  alignments(5).  In  1972,  a consul tant  analyzed 
t h e  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  with an o u t s i d e r ' s  po in t  of view(6).  
( 4 )  Baltimore City Department of Planning, op. c i t .  (5) Baltimore Ci ty  
Department of Planning Transit  Planning and Impact Study , Baltimore, 1971  
(6) Morton, Hoffman and Co. Transit  Impact Analysis of Three Proposed Rapid 
Transit  Areas: Northwest Baltimore , 1972 
Real planning s t a r t e d  when t h e  S t a t e  of Maryland and UMTA provided funds t o  
t h e  Ci ty  i n  1974 t o  ca r ry  out  t h e  so -ca l l ed  T r a n s i t  S t a t i o n  Area Development and 
Access Study (TSADAS), which f i n a l l y  gave b i r t h ,  i n  1978, t o  t h e  f i n a l  r e p o r t s  of 
t h e  Environmental Impact Assessment (7) and t h e  formal p re sen ta t ion  of j o i n t  
development p r o j e c t s  t o  UMTA (8) .  
Other sources include AMRA ( 9 ) ,  Publ ic  Technology ( l o ) ,  Urban Land I n s t i t u t e  
( l l ) ,  and Keefer ( l2) .  
b .  The Policies 
The e a r l y  endeavors of t h e  c i t y  i n  1 9 7 1  show t h a t  t h e  planners  had a good 
knowledge of t h e  examples t h a t  were a v a i l a b l e .  Some of t h e  conclusions might 
have been d i f f e r e n t  had they been ab le  t o  know t h a t  BART and Metro were not  t o  
q u i t e  f u l f i l l  t h e  expectat ions placed upon them. 
The a t t i t u d e  of l o c a l  government i n  1 9 7 1  i s  well captured by t h e  fol lowing 
quota t  ion : 
"Whether t r a n s i t  w i l l  induce, a s  pro jec ted  by t h e  RPC s t a f f ,  a r e a l  
boom i n  add i t ion  t o  concent ra t ing  some of t h e  n a t u r a l l y  occurr ing  
growth i n  t h e  f i r s t  phase t r a n s i t  c o r r i d o r s ,  o r  wheth.er it w i l l  have 
l i t t l e  e f f e c t ,  i s  s t i l l  a mat ter  of conjec ture .  The r e a l l y  important 
i s s u e  focuses on t h e  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  and means of pub l i c  i n t e rven t ion  t o  
con t ro l  and guide t h e  development process  and thus  a s su re  pub l i c  values  
and community b e n e f i t s ( l 3 ) . "  
(7) Baltimore C i ty  Department of Planning Draf t  Environmental Impact Statements 
, and Environmental Impact Assessments Baltimore,  1978 (8)  Baltimore Ci ty  
Department of Planning Application of i h e  City of Baltimore for a Mass 
Transportation Capital Improvement Grant . .  . , Baltimore,  10/16/1978 
(9 ) ,  (10) 1984, ( l l ) ,  (12) ,  a l l  op.  c i t .  
(13) Bal to .  Dept . .  . The Impact of R T  on the Metro Center , op. c i t . ,  1 9 7 1 ,  
p.16 
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This was formalized i n  a statement of goals f o r  RTS a rea  development in sp i r ed  
from Baltimore's  Comprehensive Pol icy Plan: 
- "Enhance t h e  C i t y ' s  economic and t a x  base with t h e  a i d  of t r a n s i t  
r e l a t e d  investment; 
- Provide f o r  land uses which have t h e  highest  t r a n s i t  patronage 
p o t e n t i a l ;  
- Provide f o r  a high i n t e n s i t y  of s o c i a l  and economic i n t e r a c t i o n  i n  
those s t a t i o n  a reas  which show p o t e n t i a l  f o r  becoming s t rong  and 
coherent urban subcenters ;  
- Establ i sh  urban design concepts fo r  each s t a t i o n  a rea  so as  t o  
enhance t h e i r  imag ib i l i t y ;  
- Define channels of communication f o r  a meaningful c i t i z e n s  
p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  t r a n s i t  r e l a t e d  development planning; 
- Create organiza t iona l  arrangements t o  f a c i l i t a t e  cooperat ive 
redevelopment ventures ,  devise  a system of incent ives  f o r  r e s iden t s  i n  
t h e  s t a t i o n  a reas ,  as  well  as  for  p r iva t e  o r  semi-pu'blic ( p r o f i t  and 
non-prof it making) developers t o  inves t  i n  l a rge  s c a l e  development 
schemes (14) .  " 
The formulation of po l icy ,  i n  t h i s  r epor t ,  centered on t h e  concept of value 
capture  : 
"The tremendous investment i n  t h e  t r a n s i t  system, a kind of ' s o c i a l  
overhead c a p i t a l ' ,  w i l l  n e c e s s i t a t e  t h a t  a t  l e a s t  p a r t  of t h e  
investment be recouped i n  t h e  form of higher t a x  re turns  based on an 
increased r a t e  i n  property assessments. Since t h e  bene f i t s  accrue 
mostly t o  those r e s id ing ,  se rv ing ,  s e l l i n g  o r  producin,g i n  t h e  s t a t i o n  
a reas ,  it seems log ica l  t h a t  they be subjected t o  spec ia l  gu ide l ines ,  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
(14) Bal to .  Dept. .  . Transit Planning and Impact Study , op. c i t . ,  p .  12 
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s t a t i o n  locat ion was already determined, t h e  a rea  had been designated f o r  urban 
renewal, and land had been bought by t h e  c i t y  beforehand (16). 
In  1978,  t h e  City of Baltimore appl ied f o r  -and received- an UMTA Sect ion 3 
grant  as  p a r t  of i t s  "Value Capture/ J o i n t  Development Program". Three j o i n t  
development p ro jec t s  were i d e n t i f i e d  (Lexington Market, North Avenue and 
Reisterstown Plaza) and t h e  formation of a TCDC was proposed. 
A t  t h i s  point  i n  t ime, t h e  RT l i n e  has been opened f o r  approximately seven 
months. I t  is  the re fo re  t o o  e a r l y  t o  say whether a l l  t h e  p ro jec t s  presented 
below w i l l  be successfu l .  
I t  was not d i f f i c u l t  f o r  t h e  c i t y  t o  have owners of bui ldings adjacent  t o  t h e  
Charles Center s t a t i o n  provide d i r e c t  access t o  t h e  s t a t i o n .  This a rea  was 
redeveloped before the  a r r i v a l  of RT. ElTA owned one l o t  f o r  cons t ruc t ion  
reasons.  The l o t  w i l l  i n  a l l  l ikel ihood be developed f o r  o f f i c e  space with f i r s t  
f l o o r  r e t a i l .  One o f f i c e  bui ld ing  on the  same block w i l l .  undergo renovation, 
including new f i r s t  f l o o r  r e t a i l .  F ina l ly ,  t he  c i t y  intervened t o  coordinate  
these  ac tors  s p a t i a l l y  and i n  t ime, a l s o  c rea t ing  t h e  concept of a pedes t r ian  
mall l inking these  bui ld ings .  
The b ig  downtown p ro jec t  i s  the  Lexington Market "Market Center" o r  "Baltimore 
Gardens" p ro jec t .  I t  i s  hoped t h a t  t h i s  p ro jec t  w i l l  help t o  r e v i t a l i z e  t h e  
decaying h i s t o r i c  r e t a i l  core  of t h e  c i t y .  The j o i n t  development p ro jec t  was 
included i n  t h e  30-block Re ta i l  D i s t r i c t  Urban Renewal Area and is  administered, 
planned and managed by t h e  Market Center Development Corporation, a non-prof i t  
(16) Further study of t h i s  i s sue  would be very i n t e r e s t i n g ,  e spec ia l ly  s ince  t h e  
process has now been i n i t i a t e d  f o r  t h e  second l i n e .  After  having at tended some 
meetings of t he  "Northeast Corridor S ta t ion  Location and Alignment Task Force", 
t h i s  researcher ' s  f e e l s  t h a t  p a r t i c i p a n t s  barely have t h e  time t o  ge t  f ami l i a r  
with t h e  complex i ssues  and t r ade -o f f s  involved. Thus, they a r e  ab le  t o  achieve 
s i g n i f i c a n t  input only by voicing one-sided opinions.  I t  is  then up t o  the  
planners t o  decide upon t h e  necessary compromise. There i s  a s t rong  incent ive  t o  
j u s t i f y  pre-establ ished plans by such a process.  
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incent ives  t o  improve performance, and f i n a l l y  t o  t h e  appropriate  form 
of t axa t ion ( l5 )  . I '  
This led t o  t h e  concept of "High I n t e n s i t y  Development Districts" centered on 
RTSs t o  achieve t h i s  goal .  A review of s t a t i o n  loca t ions  and alignments proposed 
by MTA, s p e c i f i c a l l y  i n  terms of development p o t e n t i a l ,  a l s o  led t h e  City t o  
suggest changes i n  t h e  proposed configurat ion of t h e  Northwest l i n e ,  some of 
which were subsequently enacted. 
In t h e  f i r s t  phase of TSADAS, impact zones were defined f o r  each RTS. Then, 
market analyses were conducted i n  each a rea .  The general  po l icy  adopted is  t o  
def ine  Trans i t  S t a t ion  Urban Renewal a reas  i n  RTS areas  where t h e  c i t y  f e e l s  
in te rvent ion  is  necessary fo r  p ro jec t  planning and development, land acqu i s i t i on  
and management, r e loca t ion ,  publ ic  improvements, developer s e l ec t ion  and s i t e  
d i spos i t i on .  
The c i t y  and MTA's cooperation is  defined by an agreement concerning t h e  
d i spos i t i on  of land acquired by MTA i n  excess of t h a t  needed f o r  t h e  s t a t i o n  
i t s e l f .  Here, t he  r a t i o n a l e  used f o r  j u s t i f y i n g  excess condemnation was t h e  
economies i n  construct ion cos t s  t o  MTA as  a r e s u l t  of having add i t iona l  space i n  
RTS areas  during cons t ruc t ion .  
With respec t  t o  c i t i z e n  p a r t i c i p a t i o n ,  Baltimore's  s t rong  neighborhood 
s t r u c t u r e  made some form of c i t i z e n  input  necessary.  Meetings were held by MTA 
and the  City during t h e  whole process where representa t ives  from t h e  concerned 
loca l  organizat ions were inv i ted  t o  comment upon proposed p lans .  I t  seems t h a t  
previous decis ions were not s u b s t a n t i a l l y  modified by t h i s  input ,  except f o r  
incremental changes i n  some RTS area  p lans .  In  t h e  Coldspring a rea ,  opposi t ion 
t o  ex i s t ing  plans r e su l t ed  i n  t h e  c rea t ion  of a "char re t te"  process i n  1978, but 
(15) i b i d . ,  p.37 
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organizat ion.  The o r i g i n a l i t y  of t h i s  p ro jec t  i n  Baltimore is  t h a t  it w i l l  be 
centered on h i s t o r i c  preserva t ion  -it i s  not a c learance p ro jec t  l i k e  t h e  Charles 
Center o r  Inner Harbor i n i t i a t i v e s ,  o r  a t  l e a s t  t o  a f a r  l e s s e r  ex ten t .  A 
developer was found i n  1 9 7 9 ,  agreements were signed i n  1980 f o r  provis ion of 
o f f i c e  space,  r e t a i l ,  parking and pedes t r ian  f a c i l i t i e s .  UMTA'S $12.5 mi l l ion  
investment i n  t h i s  p ro jec t  was estimated by Keefer (16) t o  generate  219 annual 
t r a n s i t  t r i p s  per  $1 ,000 .  
The o ther  two j o i n t  development p ro jec t s  a r e  not as  l a rge  i n  s c a l e  o r  i n  
ambition. A t  North Avenue, a small-scale  residential-commercial  p ro j ec t  i s  hoped 
t o  provide impetus t o  t h e  r e v i t a l i z a t i o n  of t h i s  dec l in ing  a rea .  The e n t i r e  s i t e  
i s  included i n  t h e  North Avenue Trans i t  S t a t ion  Urban Renewal Area, and MTA owns 
land it acquired f o r  cons t ruc t ion .  A t  Reisterstown Plaza,  t h e  present  terminal  
po in t ,  t h e  RTS is  t o  be l inked t o  a shopping mall and a major employment center  
i s  t o  be c rea ted .  Large amounts of vacant land a r e  ava i l ab le  i n  t h i s  a rea ,  which 
was a major f ac to r  i n  the  dec is ion  t o  loca te  t h e  RTS the re .  There i s  room f o r  
both l a rge  Park-and-Ride f a c i l i t i e s  and a major o f f i c e - r e t a i l  complex. A s  of ye t  
negot ia t ions  a r e  underway and prospects  of f ind ing  developers were estimated t o  
be good. 
The c i t y  had l i t t l e  inf luence i n  t h e  development of a l a rge  s t a t e  government 
complex a t  t h e  appropr ia te ly  named S t a t e  Government s t a t i o n .  I t  i s  expected t h a t  
t h e  expansion of s t a t e  government a c t i v i t i e s  i n  t h e  next years  w i l l  cover most of 
t h e  impact zone. 
In  o ther  s t a t i o n  a reas ,  publ ic  in te rvent ion  was minimal. One was located i n  a 
s t a b l e  r e s i d e n t i a l  neighborhood, one l i nks  a shopping cen te r ,  a r e s i d e n t i a l  a rea  
and a park.  F i n a l l y ,  t h e  two l a s t  s t a t i o n s  a r e  surrounded by low-density 
housing, warehousing and l i g h t  i n d u s t r i a l  uses and some vacant land. Small 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
(16) see Ch. I I . ,  I . 2 . b . ,  t a b l e  2 
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parking and bus access f a c i l i t i e s  have been provided i n  t h e  l a s t  t h ree  a reas .  
C .  Concluding Remarks 
Much was done i n  Baltimore t o  coordinate  RT planning and RTS area  
cons idera t ions .  An evaluat ion of t h e  p o l i c i e s  w i l l  not be poss ib le  before  many 
years  because the  l i n e  is  so recent .  Furthermore, t h e  prospects f o r  a complete 
RT network a r e  not good i n  t h e  foreseeable  fu tu re ,  and r ide r sh ip  i s  much lower 
than projected on t h e  f i r s t  segment. What we can say today is t h a t  regard less  of 
t r anspor t a t ion  considerat ions,  RT has provided the  c i t y  with t h e  opportuni ty  t o  
ca r ry  out some major renewal p r o j e c t s ,  e spec ia l ly  a t  Lexington Market, with 
f i n a n c i a l  support  through UMTA g ran t s .  This was achieved through t h e  e a r l y  
d e f i n i t i o n  of goals and continued i n t e r e s t  i n  RTS areas  from t h e  c i t y  government, 
a s i t u a t i o n  no doubt favored by t h e  s t a b i l i t y  of l oca l  p o l i t i c a l  power and t h e  
success of previous publ ic /pr iva te  ventures .  
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CHAPTER 111: 
ANALYSIS AND IMPLICATIONS OF THE CASE STUDIES 
I .  Factors affecting land use in RTS areas 
The ana lys i s  of t h e  case s tud ie s  presented above leads us  t o  a b e t t e r  
understanding of t h e  f ac to r s  a f f ec t ing  land use i n  RTS a reas .  The f i r s t  
approach examined i n  Chapter I analyzed t h e  e f f e c t  of t r anspor t a t ion  
improvements on land value through pure increases  i n  a c c e s s i b i l i t y .  This 
approach i s  fundamental i n  t h e  sense t h a t  it teaches us how t o  apply an 
economic reasoning t o  t h e  processes underlying changes i n  land use due t o  
increased a c c e s s i b i l i t y .  However, it was e s t ab l i shed  t h a t  t h i s  approach 
could not address the  immediate pol icy  quest ions because of t h e  i n t e r a c t i o n  
of a g rea t  number of va r i ab le s ,  which made t h e  in t roduct ion  of " r ea l  world 
complications" i n  present  econometric models v i r t u a l l y  i n f e a s i b l e .  
In  f a c t ,  land use i n  RTS areas  i s  dependent on a complex i n t e r a c t i o n  of 
f a c t o r s ,  a l l  of which a r e  not  quan t i f i ab le  i n  t h e i r  magnitude o r  i n  t h e i r  
e f f e c t s .  I t  was es tab l i shed  i n  Chapter I t h a t  increased a c c e s s i b i l i t y  i s  
one of these  f a c t o r s ,  and t h a t  i t s  inf luence depends on: 
a .  t h e  extent  t o  which it represents  an increase  i n  o v e r a l l  a c c e s s i b i l i t y ,  
i . e .  f o r  a l l  p r a c t i c a l  purposes t h e  ex ten t  t o  which t h e  t r a v e l  pa t t e rns  
change as  a r e s u l t  of RT. 
b .  t h e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of t h e  new RT network: l eve l  of s e rv i ce ,  d i s tance  
between s t a t i o n s ,  s t a t i o n  loca t ion ,  p r i c i n g ,  r i de r sh ip  (both i n  q u a n t i t a t i v e  
terms and i n  terms of i t s  composition), e t c  . . .  These c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  
determine t h e  q u a l i t a t i v e  aspects  of a .  . 
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Other f a c t o r s  ac t ing  d i r e c t l y  t o  change land values i n  RTS a reas  were 
a l s o  i d e n t i f i e d  i n  Chapter I :  
- pa t t e rns  of land ownership 
- previous land use 
- "market condi t ions"  
- timimg of t h e  RT improvement i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  t h e  previous f a c t o r s  
- zoning and land use pol icy  (1) 
The model developed by Knight and Trygg ( 2 )  i s  presented i n  i t s  
diagrammatic form i n  Appendix C .  Their  approach i s  t o  focus' on t h e  dec is ion  
t o  develop as  a generator  of impact. This should not  obscure some poss ib l e  
impacts which may occur without t h e  in te rvent ion  of developers.  The 
t ransformation of e x i s t i n g  uses has not been very well  s tud ied  i n  most 
cases .  In  a s t r i c t l y  r e s i d e n t i a l  a r ea ,  t h i s  might mean t h e  subdivis ion of 
s ingle-family homes, on a long-term b a s i s .  In  a small-scale  commercial 
a rea ,  t h i s  might mean t h e  adaptat ion of small r e t a i l  t o  t h e  demand crea ted  
by t h e  flow of t r a n s i t  r i d e r s ,  and maybe some minor expansions. These 
poss ib le  long-term impacts a r e  a t  most dependent on zoning snd a r e  probably 
d e a l t  with cons i s t en t ly  loca l ly .  For example, t h i s  could be happening 
today, a s  a second wave of impact, i n  t h e  suburban r e s i d e n t i a l  a reas  near  
BART s t a t i o n s .  The ex ten t  t o  which t h i s  is  happening is not  known, but  
ongoing b e f o r e / a f t e r  s tud ie s  could give us  i n s igh t s  i n t o  these  phenomena. 
I t  should be pointed out t h a t  f ac to r s  ac t ing  both a t  t h e  metropol i tan 
l eve l  and t h e  l o c a l  l eve l  a r e  important i n  t h e i r  degree of in f luence .  Also, 
some f a c t o r s  a r e  c l e a r l y  subjected t o  pol icy  decis ions while o the r s  a r e  
beyond t h e i r  con t ro l .  Furthermore, f ac to r s  a c t  wi th in  very d i f f e r e n t  t i m e  
(1) see  p .13  
( 2 )  op. c i t . ,  p.204. For a d e t a i l e d  discussion of t h e  f a c t o r s ,  see  chapter  
V I 1  of t h i s  work. 
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ranges, and their degree of influence is linked with the other factors. 
This discussion remains somewhat vague, but it is felt that a more detailed 
discussion would be redundant with the existing literature. 
11. Policies implemented in R T S  areas 
Thorough discussions of techniques and their effect in different types of 
area can be found in several of the references cited above. Initially, the 
methodology of this paper was to establish two typologies, based on the five 
case studies: 
a. a typology of the policies implemented in RTS areas. 
b. 
Later, this approach turned out to be inappropriate for analysis given the 
complexities involved. In fact, it was found that both the policies and 
their underlying rationales were essentially similar from case to case, but 
that the variations which did exist could be better interpreted in terms of 
the evolution undergone by the planning process than as elements in a 
typology. For example, density bonuses in RTS areas were used in many cases 
following a “value-capture/growth-shaper” rationale, but the expectations 
associated with that tool, and the type of area it was used in, evolved as 
the analysis of factors affecting land use in RTS areas and the process of 
decisionmaking for this issue became more sophisicated. The evolution 
undergone came as a response to the accumulation of experience, evolving 
urban situations, and the incorporation of new planning paradigms in the 
planning process, all of which enabled intervening actors t o  delineate the 
issues more clearly. 
a typology of the technical rationales underlying these policies 
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We have seen t h a t  t h e  objec t ives  r e l a t e d  t o  RTS a reas ,  when they a r e  
c l e a r l y  s t a t e d ,  a r e  r a the r  cons is ten t  i n  t h e i r  wish t o  c r e a t e  higher  dens i ty  
and mixed use.  But i n  many cases ,  s t a t e d  o r  imp l i c i t  po l icy  objec t ives  a r e  
i n  c o n f l i c t  with loca l  ob jec t ives ,  and although t h i s  has o f t en  led  t o  a 
r eve r sa l  of p o l i c i e s  ( i . e .  downzoning ins tead  of i n t en . s i f i ca t ion ,  f o r  
example), t h e  t o o l s  themselves were not d i f f e r e n t  (using t h e  same example, 
zoning),  and t h e i r  use was predicated on s imi l a r  r a t i o n a l e s  (using t h e  same 
example, regula te  dens i ty  and types of land use t o  secure given goa l s ) .  
In  p r a c t i c a l  terms, t h e  most opera t iona l  approach, and one adopted by 
many planning agencies who have worked on t h e  sub jec t ,  i s  t o  e s t a b l i s h  a 
more o r  less formal typology of urban areas  according t o  t h e  l i k e l y  impact 
of a RTS on them. I t  was not within t h e  range of t h i s  paper t o  r e l a t e  these  
typologies .  However, one i n t e r e s t i n g  approach f o r  our purposes i s  t o  
sys temat ica l ly  r e l a t e  techniques used t o  s t a t e d  objec t ives  and previous 
s t a t i o n  a rea  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  Again, t h i s  leads beyond t h e  scope of t h i s  
paper,  but  t h e  r e s u l t s  of AMRA's explorat ion of t h i s  approach a r e  presented 
i n  Appendix C y  and were very usefu l  as  a framework f o r  t h i s  research.  
111. Implications for  policy 
In  a l l  l ike l ihood,  RT c a p i t a l  investments w i l l  not  be i3s l a rge  i n  t h e  
foreseeable  fu tu re  as  i n  t h e  l a s t  20 years i n  North America, e spec ia l ly  i n  
t h e  United S t a t e s .  P a r t l y  because RT has f a i l e d  t o  meet some of t h e  
objec t ives  assigned t o  it i n  t h e  planning s t ages ,  and a l s o  because t h e  
c i t i e s  where RT was most j u s t i f i e d  have been o r  a r e  being equipped with 
systems, o ther  modes of t r anspor t a t ion  have become a more important focus of 
a t t e n t i o n .  The t rend  has been toward less c a p i t a l  i n t ens ive  p ro jec t s  f o r  
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t h e  l a s t  10 years  now. In  t h i s  r e spec t ,  what we have learned about land use 
i n  RTS a reas  may not be d i r e c t l y  use fu l  i n  North America except f o r  t h e  
completion o r  t h e  extension of e x i s t i n g  systems. I t  could be very use fu l  i n  
a comparative perspec t ive  and/or i n  analyzing o the r  t r anspor t a t ion  systems, 
though (1). 
This s ec t ion  w i l l  at tempt t o  draw t h e  conclusions of our inqui ry  and 
answer t h e  quest ions presented i n  t h e  in t roduct ion  of t h i s  paper.  Assuming 
t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  c e r t a i n l y  bene f i t s  a s  wel l  as problems assoc ia ted  with land 
use i n  RT s t a t i o n  (RTS) a reas ,  how have policymakers proceeded t o  i d e n t i f y  
them, and t h e  groups of populat ion they apply t o ?  How have they responded t o  
t h e  necess i ty  of managing t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of t hese  e f f e c t s ?  How have t h e  
p o l i c i e s  evolved as  t h e i r  knowledge of pas t  cases  became more re f ined?  
F i n a l l y ,  what i s  t h e  fu tu re  of such p o l i c i e s  and what does t h i s  mean t o  t h e  
f u t u r e  of t r anspor t a t ion  pol icy  i n  North American c i t i e s ?  
The f i r s t  conclusion is  t h a t  impacts a r e  genera l ly  not  as  s t rong  as  
expected i n  RTS a reas .  Some authors  a t t r i b u t e  t h i s  t o  f a i l u r e s  of 
coordinat ion between t r anspor t a t ion  and land use p o l i c i e s .  They a l s o  s t r e s s  
t h e  organiza t iona l  aspec ts  of j o i n t  development and value Capture which a r e  
complicated by t h e  need f o r  negot ia t ions  between t h e  pub l i c  and p r i v a t e  
s e c t o r s .  I t  seems t h a t  such approaches have been somewhat successfu l  i n  
helping pub l i c  agencies f ind  developers f o r  l a rge - sca l e  p r o j e c t s  i n  RTS 
a reas  and i n  e s t a b l i s h i n g  acceptable  formulas f o r  shar ing  t h e  b e n e f i t s  and 
t h e  cos t s  between t h e  publ ic  and p r i v a t e  s e c t o r s .  However, t h i s  
organiza t iona l  e f f ec t iveness  can not  a t t r a c t  more development than t h e r e  i s  
demand f o r  a t  t h e  regional  l e v e l .  Furthermore, according t o  Knight ( Z ) ,  
observed development i n  RTS a reas  has represented only a small  f r a c t i o n  of 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
(1) see  t h e  s p e c i a l  i s sue  of t h e  Journa l  of t h e  American Planning 
Associat ion,  Spring, 1984 
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metropolitan development, even in the most extreme cases like Toronto. 
Although the advantages of RTS areas have been determined not to 
influence office location on an inter-metropolitan level, there are three 
ways in which the presence of RT can affect regional economic development 
nevertheless. First, however incremental this may be, RT provides local 
governments with an opportunity to prove its ability to carry out succesful 
public/private redevelopment ventures. Secondly, by relieving downtown 
congestion, RT can play a role in sustaining strong office growth (3) .  
Thirdly, RT planning and construction is a sizeable economic activity in 
itself, and is most often financed from exterior sources such as state and 
federal governments. This exterior funding in itself provides local 
governments with a very strong incentive to advocate RT as a mode of 
transportation. The arguments promoting the "positive land use impacts" of 
RT have certainly been somewhat misrepresented as a result of this 
incentive, in order to justify RT investment from exterior sources. 
RT should not be expected, though, to bring about substantial changes in 
urban form if it adds only incrementally to existing levels of 
accessibility, nor should it be construed to create demand for development 
"ex nihilo". What it can do, however, is to radically modif:'y land use in a 
few selected areas. This typically involves intensive mixed-use development 
physically integrating the RTS as a major design feature. This type of 
project is profitable to developers, can be considered a good investment for 
transit agencies, and helps local governments financially through increased 
taxes or more directly by the sharing of amenity provision with the private 
sector. Furthermore, RT construction offers a rationale for the acquisition 
(2) Knight, Robert L., 1983, op. cit. 
(3) see Black, J.  Thomas, Donald P.O'Connel1, and Michael J. Morina 
Downtown Office Growth and the Role of Public Transit  , for the Urban Land 
Institute, Washington, D.C., 1982 
of land by public agencies, which they can then sell, lease, or develop 
themselves. This intensive public intervention in selected sites in a 
metropolitan area can also be interpreted by the private sector as a 
commitment to these sites and a commitment to a public/private approach to 
urban policy. This can be important in alleviating private sector fears of 
hopelessly declining areas and reinstalling "investor confidence". 
This is particularly true for downtown areas in US cities. Knight points 
out that "RT-induced" downtown revitalization may be the most promising tool 
available to local governments for large-scale redevelopment at this point: 
"Thus despite its high costs and uncertainty of success, rapid transit 
investment may literally be the 'only game in town' if major and desired 
urban structure changes are to be generated within the foreseeable future 
(4).". Knight argues for an approach where the trade-offs concerning land 
use and RT policy coordination be made clearer in the planning process. The 
first trade-off he identifies is in the objectives of such large-scale 
projects, between the desired urban development effects on one hand and 
their degree of importance on the other. Another trade-off must be more 
visible, he argues, in the selection of programs of action, and that is the 
trade-off between the costs and the uncertainty of success. Knight's 
approach does not fully embrace the question of how transportation and land 
use policy-making could become transparent to these trade-offs, or how the 
necessary degree of political consensus could be reached in order to select 
and implement one program of action. He does suggest that the problem could 
be addressed by establishing a referendum procedure for the selection of 
transportation alternatives. 
(4) Knight, op. cit., p.48 
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One remark made by Knight on the present status of RT and land use policy 
coordination in the planning process points to one of the central issues: 
"The firm assurance or actual presence of a new rapid transit 
system may provide an important impetus to other complementary 
changes in local public policy, which in turn help to focus and 
intensify urban development around the framework provided by the 
transit system. For example, land use controls and incentives may 
have much more power than rail transit to help generate desired 
development patterns, but the required changes in such land use 
policies may become politically possible only with the impetus 
provided by a rapid transit investment (5 ) . "  
I f  this is true, it brings up major questions concerning the significance of 
the RTS area issues we have tried to address in this paper. We have seen that a 
certain type of coordination has definitely been achieved between RT and land use 
policies, one which has facilitated large-scale redevelopment at selected sites 
and provided some extra revenue to transit agencies and local governments. But 
has this coordination been as succesful at addressing the redistributive effects 
of land use policies in RTS areas? 
For in spite of claims to the contrary, the only overall effects of land use 
policies in RTS areas of which we can be certain are redistributive rather than 
value-creating. First, there is a redistribution of profits and costs between 
public and private sector entities. Secondly, there is a spatial redistribution 
of development toward selected sites. Finally, there is a redistribution of 
income in terms of groups of population benefiting from, and contributing to, 
public investment. 
( 5 )  ibid. 
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This i s  not  a new discovery.  For example, i n  t h e  prel iminary RTS a rea  
r e f l e c t i o n  i n  Baltimore, planners  were f u l l y  aware of t h i s  ( 6 ) .  I t  seems, 
however, t h a t  even when t h i s  was c l e a r l y  understood i n  e a r l y  planning phases,  t h e  
r e d i s t r i b u t i v e  na ture  of t h e  p o l i c i e s '  e f f e c t s  were not  t h e  focus of t h e  process  
of po l icy  formulation, i n  Baltimore o r  elsewhere. The whole process seems t o  
d i v e r t  a t t e n t i o n  from addressing these  r e d i s t r i b u t i v e  aspec ts  except i n  t h e  form 
of value capture ,  i . e .  t h e  f i r s t  of t h e  t h r e e  e f f e c t s  i d e n t i f i e d  i n  t h e  
preceeding paragraph, and one t h e  b e n e f i c i a r i e s  of which a r e  t h e  key 
i n s t i t u t i o n a l  ac to r s .  But t h e  a c t o r s  concerned by more d i f fused  e f f e c t s  have not  
been in t eg ra t ed  i n  t h e  process .  Indeed, t h e r e  is  l i t t l e  research  on t h e  
r e d i s t r i b u t i v e  e f f e c t s  of t hese  p o l i c i e s .  Most of t h e  research  on these  i s sues  
is  procedural ,  and at tempts  t o  devise  more e f f e c t i v e  organiza t iona l  s t r a t e g i e s  
f o r  value capture .  I t  i s  t h i s  approach which has favored t h e  development of 
TCDCs, f o r  ins tance ,  which can be seen a s  an attempt t o  s h o r t - c i r c u i t  no t  only 
red tape  but  a l s o  publ ic  oppos i t ion .  
I t  can thus  be argued t h a t  t h e  process has been more adapted t o  responding t o  
t h e  needs of key i n s t i t u t i o n a l  and p r i v a t e  a c t o r s  than it has been geared t o  
address t h e  r e d i s t r i b u t i v e  e f f e c t s  between areas  and between groups of 
populat ion.  Gakenheimer noted,  i n  t h e  case of Boston, t h a t  RTS a rea  i s sues  were 
not  t ang ib le  enough f o r  e f f e c t i v e  c i t i z e n  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  t o  be voiced during t h e  
BTPR (7 ) .  On t h e  o the r  hand, t h e  opposi t ion of r e s iden t s  of RTS areas t o  
increased development very o f t e n  manifested i t s e l f  a t  t h e  las t  minute, when t h e  
perceived menace became very t a n g i b l e  indeed, o f t en  n u l l i f y i n g  years  of planning 
e f f o r t s .  Some authors  (8) have noted t h e  importance of including loca l  concerns 
i n  every phase of RT decisionmaking. A c lose r  s tudy of t h e  Baltimore case  would 
(6)  s e e  Bal to  Dept . .  . Transit  Planning and Impact Study , op. c i t .  , 1 9 7 1  
(7) s e e  Ch I I . ,  I I I . 2 . c .  
(8) s e e  Witherspoon, Robert Transit  and Urban Economic Development , i n  Publ ic  
Technology, 1978, op. c i t . ,  pp.77-96 
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Beyond t h e  s ign i f i cance  of t h i s  t rend  f o r  RT, t h e  implicat ions f o r  
t r anspor t a t ion  pol icy  a r e  important.  Transportat ion i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  investment 
dec is ions  a r e  t y p i c a l l y  made a t  a l e v e l  of government removed from l o c a l  
p r i o r i t i e s .  A t  t.he same t ime,  it is  c r u c i a l  f o r  t h e  success of these  
investments,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  publ ic  t r a n s i t ,  t h a t  they be in t eg ra t ed  i n  t h e  
communities they c ross .  Not only is  t h i s  t h e  only way t o  ensure t h a t  t h e  
i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  is  needed and w i l l  be used, but i n  add i t ion  these  communities w i l l  
be transformed a t  t h e  micro- level  because of these  i n f r a s t r u c t u r e s .  
That t h i s  generates  c o n f l i c t  should not  come as  a s u r p r i s e .  Such c o n f l i c t  i s  
t h e  expression of a t rade-of f  between reg iona l  and loca l  p r i o r i t i e s .  Of course,  
t h e  t echn ica l  opt ions i n  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  p r o j e c t s  a r e  usua l ly  numerous, and can go 
a long way i n  s t r i k i n g  s a t i s f y i n g  compromises. However, t r anspor t a t ion  po l i cy  
must be ab le  t o  address c o n f l i c t  when t echn ica l  opt ions f a i l  i f  it is  t o  fu the r  
t h e  pub l i c  i n t e r e s t .  
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enable us to know if a real forum for the expression of local priorities was 
created. 
For the issue is not one of streamlining procedures to secure objectives of 
increased development, but one of creating a process wherein the redistributive 
effects of the policies would be addressed directly. These effects would become 
the focus of such policies, rather than be relegated to the position of 
justificative argumentation. This takes on a particular meaning in the case of 
RTS areas, for they are the locus of a unique set of conflicting objectives. 
Their uniqueness stems from the presence of transportation priorities and land 
use priorities. But more explicitly, it is the conflict of regional objectives, 
to which RT construction and large-scale redevelopment respond, and local and 
community objectives which makes these areas unique. Because RT is an enormous 
investment, even at the regional level, and because its impact manifests itself 
mostly in a few relatively small areas, there is an intense discrepancy between 
two levels of decisionmaking. At the metropolitan level, more or less explicit 
RTS area policies are formulated in terms of long-term regional priorities and in 
the framework of value capture. At the local level, though, the intensity of the 
potential impact is such that the problems are formulated in terms of disruption 
and displacement. 
If RT planning is to continue in cities of North America, a successful land 
use policy for RTS areas will need, as a prerequisite, a forum where the 
redistributive effects of the investment at the local level can be addressed with 
all due consideration to local priorities as well as regional priorities. In the 
cases we have studied, downtown RTS area redevelopment policies are generally 
estimated to have taken advantage of the potential of RTSs, but in residential 
areas, the opposition arising against RT has not usually enabled a satisfying 
compromise. 
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c i t i e s  would c e r t a i n l y  b e n e f i t  from t h e  knowledge gained i n  developed 
coun t r i e s ,  and i n  t u r n  provide us wi th  a b e t t e r  understanding of t h e  
phenomena a f f e c t i n g  RTS a reas  and t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of coord ina t ing  
t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  and land use goa ls  a t  t h e  reg iona l  and l o c a l  l e v e l s .  
88 
CONCLUSION 
Station area considerations have become a standard input in the RT 
decisionmaking process. The influence of a RTS on the surrounding area is 
now acknowledged, sometimes exaggerated, but in any case better understood 
and qualified than it was right after WWII. However, the case studies show 
that the policies implemented were not always successful, and furthermore, 
that their objectives were not always congruent with the transportation and 
land use objectives they were supposed to link. This is in part due to a 
discrepancy between local and regional priorities in land use and 
transportation. RTS area decisionmaking is unique in that it must strike a 
compromise between fields and levels of planning not usually brought into 
such close contact. Procedures have evolved, and the inherent conflicts 
have become more visible. 
The evolution of our understanding of RTS area issues is also significant 
for other modes of transportation, although no other contemporary mode 
combines such a high capacity with such small geographical areas of impact. 
A most constructive perspective could be added to this work by the 
elaboration of a comparative approach. In particular, the case of France, 
with three new RT systems built in recent years, would presumably reflect 
some fundamental differences in urban situations and planning approaches. 
Other European systems observed by Knight and Trygg (1) deserve further 
investigation. Finally, by far the largest RT investments planned or 
underway at this point are in large cities in developing countries. These 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
(1) op. cit. 
APPENDIX A :  
FEDERAL LEGISLATION PERTAINING TO JOINT DEVELOPMENT 
I N  THE UNITED STATES 
The Urban Mass Transportat ion Act of 1964 marked t h e  beginning of f ede ra l  
c a p i t a l  ass i s tance  t o  RT cons t ruc t ion  i n  t h e  US. A t  f i r s t ,  t h e  urban mass 
t r anspor t a t ion  program was an i n t e g r a l  p a r t  of t h e  Housing and Home Finance 
Agency, and of HUD a f t e r  1966. But i n  1968, t h e  Urban Mass Transportat ion 
Administration (UMTA) was c rea ted  i n  t h e  new US Department of Transportat ion 
(DOT) : t h e  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  l i nk  between publ ic  t r anspor t a t ion  and urban 
development was severed. By 1973, most of t h e  Sect ion 9 funds t h a t  had been 
l e f t  over t o  HUD t o  urban development planning r e l a t e d  t o  publ ic  
t r anspor t a t ion  investment was spent ,  and t h e  balance was t r a n s f e r r e d  t o  
UMTA . 
The pioneering case of Atlanta  made t h e  need fo r  f l e x i b l e  funding of 
j o i n t  development obvious, a provis ion not included i n  t h e  1964 UMT A c t .  I n  
1974, Congress adopted Mayor Young of A t l an ta ' s  amendment t o  Sect ion 3(a)  of 
t h e  Act. The s i g n i f i c a n t  changes were t h e  following: 
"1. I t  added a new author iza t ion  f o r  t h e  Secretary of 
Transportat ion t o  make grants  and loans t o  publ ic  bodies t o  a s s i s t  
i n  financing t h e  establishment and organizat ion of publ ic  o r  
quasi-publ ic  t r a n s i t  co r r ido r  development corporat ions o r  
e n t i t i e s  . 
Local transit and government agencies have applauded the broad-minded approach 
of UMTA, but they have also sought guidance in establishing their grant 
applications. To my knowledge, the closest expression of UMTA'S yet informal 
policy can be found in Public Technology (2),  although UMTA has still not 
attempted to issue regulations. 
There are some problems related to the open-endedness of UMTA'S position, 
which will have to be addressed in order to ensure the durability of the program: 
- funding levels. Specifically, will the funding of joint development 
projects by UMTA be tantamount to a trade-off land development and 
transit improvement funding themselves? So far, no funds have been 
specifically set aside for joint development. 
- the redistribution of project income between the actors intervening 
financially in RTS areas. 
- federal agency coordination. Can application procedures and grant 
management be simplified for projects jointly funded at the federal 
level by HUD, EDA or EPA for instance? 
(2) 1984, op. cit. 
2.  I t  amended t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  of e l i g i b l e  f a c i l i t i e s  and 
equipment, which o r i g i n a l l y  read:  
E l i g i b l e  f a c i l i t i e s  and equipment may inc lude  land (but  no t  
pub l i c  highways), buses and o the r  r o l l i n g  s tock ,  and o the r  
real  and personal  property needed f o r  an e f f i c i e n t  and 
coordinated t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  system. 
t o  read:  
E l i g i b l e  f a c i l i t i e s  and equipment may include personal  proper ty  
inc luding  buses and o the r  r o l l i n g  s tock  and r e a l  p roper ty  inc luding  
land (but not pub l i c  highways), wi th in  t h e  e n t i r e  zone a f f e c t e d  by t h e  
cons t ruc t ion  and opera t ion  of t r a n s i t  improvements, inc luding  s t a t i o n  
s i t e s ,  needed f o r  any e f f i c i e n t  and coordinated mass t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  
system which i s  compatible with s o c i a l l y ,  economically, and 
environmentally sound p a t t e r n s  of land use  (1). " 
UMTA's approach was t o  l e t  p r a c t i c a l  experience guide the  f u t u r e  o r i e n t a t i o n s  
of t h e  program r a t h e r  than set  a p r i o r i  r egu la t ions .  T h i s  was a r e s u l t  of 
inexperience i n  j o i n t  development, and of t h e  understanding t h a t  t h e  success  of 
t h e  program would i n  p a r t  depend on t h e  a b i l i t y  of l o c a l  o f f i c i a l s  t o  be f l e x i b l e  
i n  t h e i r  negot ia t ions  with t h e  p r i v a t e  s e c t o r .  But t h e  p r a c t i c e s  of j o i n t  
development have evolved slowly, due t o  t h e  r e l a t i v e  s c a r c i t y  of s u f f i c i e n t l y  
l a rge - sca l e  t r anspor t a t ion  investments and t h e  length of t ' h e  j o i n t  development 
process .  Meanwhile, UPlTA has sponsored ex tens ive  research  on a l l  poss ib l e  
a spec t s  of j o i n t  development, presumably an attempt t o  e s t a b l i s h  a l i n e  of po l i cy  
and make t h e  l e g i s l a t i o n  more s p e c i f i c  a s  t o  t h e  requirements of e l i g i b l e  
p r o j e c t s  . 
(1) Hurd, Burckhardt and Moore i n  Publ ic  Technology, 1 9 7 8 ,  op. c i t . ,  p.72 
Appendix B 1 :  
TORONTO RAPID TRANSIT SYSTEM 
STAGING OF TORONTO RAPID TRANSIT CONSTRUCTION 
Subway Segment Length Construction Line 
Line (end stations) (miles) Start Opening 
Young Street Union-Eglinton 4 .6  1949 1954 
University 
Avenue Union-St. George 2 .4  1959 1963 
Bloor Street Keele-Woodbine 8 . 0  1962 1966 
Bloor Street Keele-Islington 
& Woodbine-Warden 6 .2  1965 1968 
Yonge Street Eglinton-York Mills 2.7  1968 1973 
Yonge Street York Mills-Finch 2 . 7  1968 1974 
Spadina St. George-Wilson 6.25 1974 1 9 7 7 ?  
Source: Knight and Trygg, op. cit., p.34 
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Figure 3.1 
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APPENDIX B2: 
SAN FRANCISCO RT SYSTEM 
Figure 3.4 
BART RAPID TRANSIT SYSTEM 
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APPENDIX B3: 
BOSTON RT SYSTEM 
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APPENDIX B4: 
WASHINGTON, D.C. RAPID TRANSIT SYSTEM 
Line Segment Date of Opening 
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of tne Green Line has not 
tors has proposed changes 
to this route,one of which 
would result In an align- 
ment terminating at 
4 Eisenhower Aie 3 
Franconia-Springfield 6 
VIRGINIA MARYLAND 1989 
LEGEND 
1-1 Operating Lines 39.12 miles 44 stations 
I B B l m B B  Under Construction or Substantially Complete 
OOOO@OO Under Final Design 11.69 miles 9 stations 
Mllllllllllll@lllllllI Remainder of System 16.85 miles 12 stations 
33.52 miles 21 stations 
1986 . Projected start of operations for this segment based 
on approved schedule. Applies to all stations 
inbound from this point. 
* 
1. Farragut North 
2. Farragut West 
3. McPherson Square 
5. Federal Triangle 
6. Smithsonian 
7. L’Enfant Plaza 
8. Federal Center SW 
Total mileag- 101.18 
Total stations-86 4. Metro Center 
10. Waterfront 
41. NavyYerd 
12. Eastern Market 
13. Polomac Avo 
14. Stadium-Armory 
15. Archives 
16. Judiciary Square 
17. Gallerv Place . 
9. Capitol South 
Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority 
18. Mt V e r b  Sq-UDC 
jM1 z t  600 Fifth Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20001 
Department of Public Services: Office of Public Affairs 
Paul Willis, Editor 
637-1047 
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